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DEDICATION. 



TO 

THE RIGHT REVEREND FATHER IN GOD, 

THOMAS BURGESS, D.D. 

LORD BISHOP OF SALISBURY, 
^c, ^c. {5*c. 



My Lord, 

AS I am indebted to your Lordship for 
my acquaintance with the very elegant and 
ingenious '* criticisms " of Knittel, and have been 
encouraged by your Lordship to undertake the 
office of his Interpreter, I gladly avail myself of 
the privilege with which your Lordship has fiirther 
honoured me, and dedicate the result of my 
pleasurable toil to one who can best appreciate 
its value to the Biblical Student. 
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IV DEDICATION. 

In this extraordinary age, when the Lessons of 
History and the Oracles of the Living God are 
equally disregarded; when Truth, Honour, Rec- 
titude, and Consistency, are immolated on the 
Altar of Political Expediency ; when the Presi- 
dency of God, among the Nations of the earth, 

r 

is scouted as the dream of an Enthusiast ; and 
Religion is Legislatively discarded, as the '' one 
thing needless'' in the public relations of So- 
ciety; it is refreshing to turn from the melan- 
choly spectacle of a Nation's Apostacy, and 
contemplate one of those time-honoured Guar- 
dians of our Church, who scorns to cast aside 
his Faith, as it were an old-fashioned garment. 
I am persuaded. My Lord, that I express but the 
sentiments of my Brethren of the Establishment, 
when I avow my unqualified admiration of that 
singleness of purpose, unweariedness of energy, 
and soundness of argument, with which youi* 
Lordship has asserted the inviolability of the 
British Constitution, and of that Bible which 

forms its only secure basis. As a Senator and 
Patriot,, your Lordship's shield has borne the 

^untarnished device, '' nolumus leges angli^ mu- 

TARi," * We will not have the Laws of England 
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changed' As a Scholar, and a Christian Bishop, 
your tiara bears inscribed. Oh ivvarat Xv6ijv(ti fi 
y^cccpn, " The Scripture cannot be broken.'' 
[John x. 35.] 



I have the honour to be. 

My Lord, 

Your Lordship's most obedient. 



very humble Servant, 



WILLIAM ALLEYN EVANSON. 



4, Jeffreffs Terrace^ Kentish Town^ 
Landm, June 30, 1829. 
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PREFACE 



BY 



THE TRANSLATOR. 



ONE of the most powerfiil Opponents of the 
authenticity of 1 John V. 7., among the German 
Critics of the 18th century, was Dr, Sender *, 
in his '' Historical Collections ; " quoted by Mi- 
chaelis in his Introduction to the New Testa- 
ment ( VoL IV. p. 425. Eng. Tr.)— '' To Sem- 
ler's arguments/' says Michaelis, '' Knittel has 
made some learned and specious objections, in 
his ' New Criticisms : ' but, specious and learned 
as they are, they have not convinced me that 
Semler is mistaken." 

This character of KnitteVs Work, by an oppo- 
nent of the controverted verse, excited an earnest 
wish, repeatedly expressed in the course of the 



* Semler is the person to whom Knittel repeatedly alludes, as 
" a certain Doctor," " a Doctor of Upper Saxony," •' a Pastoralist," 
&c. &c* See pp. 27, 28, 29. 77. 113. 212. 
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controversy on the verse^ that the English Reader 
might be put in possession of it, by a Translation 
from the German. In a former passage of his 
'' Introduction" (p. 413), though Michaelis pro- 
nounces that Knittel has '' totally failed'* in his 
defence of the verse, yet he allows that the 
'' New Criticisms'' is '' a valuable Work, and that 
much usefiil information may be deduced from 
it." Knittel was indeed one of the most learned, 
experienced, and judicious Critics of his day ; and 
I am persuaded, that, when he is allowed to speak 
for himself, the decision which Michaelis has so 
authoritatively pronounced against his conclu- 
sions, will not be so readily admitted. I confi- 
dently anticipate, that a patient and impartial 
perusal of the following " Criticisms " will remove 
many inveterate prepossessions against the au- 
thenticity of the disputed Text ; while the 
clear, judicious, and masterly chain of inductive 
reasoning which they develope, will give the 
force of demonstration to the conclusion legiti- 
mately deduced ; viz. that 1 John V. 7. is, in very 
deed, an integral and aboriginal Text of Holy 
Scripture. 

The subject has been illustrated with such a 
flood of light, by the labours of the last half- 
century, that my Readers will scarcely expect 
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the charm of novelty in the Criticisms of Knittel : 
yet, I am convinced, they will find much to 
justify the epithet '^ new," appropriated by that 
ingenious Author. I shall merely state, in a few 
Prefatory Observations, the reasons which have 
long since secured my acquiescence in the affir- 
njative of this still-controverted question. 

The entire evidence against the authenticity, 
of 1 John V. 7. is resolvable into its absence from 
the majority of Greek Manuscripts, hitherto dis- 
covered and collated, which contain the First 
Epistle of St. John. The number of such may 
be, at the utmost, 150. Of these, there are only 
Two of very high antiquity ; namely, the Codex 
Alexandrinus* , in the British Musemn; and the 
Codex Vaticanus, in the Vatican Library at Rome. 
These are supposed, by some, to have been of 
the 4th century. All other Greek Manuscripts, 
as yet discovered, are later than the 9th century. 



(*) '^ The Codex Alexandrinus is, notoriously, a Latinized Version. 
Wetstein was prohibited, by the Authorities at Amsterdam, from 
printing his Greek Testament from that Codex, because it conformed 
to the Papal Vulgate in many important passages.*' (See Goezen's 
Vertheidigung der ComplutensiscJien Bibel Slc» &c. Preface, p.xiii.) 

The Theological World b greatly indebted to the learned and 
laborious Rev. H. H. Baber, librarian to the British Museum, 
for an exact faC'Simile of the Veiw Testamentum Gracum in this 
interesting Codex ; one of the most splendid additions to our stock 
of Biblical Literature, and an incomparable specimen of typographic 
skUl. 
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Those two omit the disputed clause. But that 
omission is only a negative testimony, at the 
best; and it is stispicious testimony, as being 
contemporary with the prevalence of the Arian 
Heresy, which unquestionably originated in the 
meaning severally attached to that verse by 
Alexander and by Anus, in the 4th centiuy. 
And, moreover, it is counterbalanced, or neu- 
tralized, by antecedent and contemporary po- 
sitive, i.e. affirmative testimony; because Ter- 
tulUan in the 2d, and Cyprian in the 3d centu- 
ries, (who both understood the Greek Language 
weU, and manifestly consulted the Original Text 
of the New Testament ;) Origen, a Greek Fa- 
ther in the 3d century ; the second Symbolum 
Antiochemim (published at the Council of An- 
tioch, A.D. 341) ; Gregory of Nazianzen, a Greek 
Father ; Phoebadius and Ausonius, Latins of the 
4th century ; and Jerome, in his Latin Version, 
castigated, as he expressly says, ^ ad GrcBcam 
veritatem,' in the same century * ; all either 
dh^ctly quote, or make such allusions to that 



(*) All the most ancient and best Manuscripts of Jerome's Latin 
Vulgate contain 1 John V. 7. Not one Manuscript in fifty omits it. 
The majority of those in which it is omitted, contain the words ^' in 
terra** in the 8th verse. This is presumptive evidence of the ex- 
istence of the 7 th verse in the Originals from which they were 
transcribed. 
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verse, as necessarily infer its existence in the 
Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament then 
extant. Therefore the testimony respecting 
1 John V. 7. may be sunmied up thus : — Eight 
un$uq)icwus^ positive^ against Two extremely 
suspicious, negative witnesses. And the verdict, 
I feel confident, should be recorded as follows : 
** The verse, 1 John V. 7, being tried upon the 
sole testimony 6f Greek Manuscripts of the first 
four centuries — which, if it please some, we will 
call primary testimony, — ^we find, after due in- 
quiry, that it did exist, as an integral part of the 
Greek New Testament, at, and antecedent to, the 
4th century :" or, to use the words of Bishop 
Barlow, (no mean authority,) ** We make no 
doubt it was originally there de facto ; and, de 
jure, should be so still f ." 

In the interval between the 4th century and 
the first Printed Edition of the Greek New Tes- 
tament, the majority of Greek Manuscripts now 
extant, of that period, which contain the First 
Epistle of St. John, omit the disputed verse. 
None of them, however, are more ancient than 
the 10th century; very few older than the 14th 
or 15th; and almost all belong to the same 
family, i.^. are of Eastern origin. Their testi- 
mony, also, is merely negative, and suspicious ; 
and is counterpoised, or neutralized, first, by 

(t) See Bishop Burgess's Letter tu Archdeacon Beyiion, p. 22. 
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the direct and unsuspicious (though not . undis- 
puted) testimony of at least one Greek Manu- 
script, unquestionably antecedent to the first* 
Printed Edition of the New Testament, (a Ma- 
nuscript, which a most judicious and experienced 
Critic has ascribed to the 13th centiuy,) — I mean 
the celebrated Codex Montfortiantis, preserved 
in the Library of Trinity College, Dublin. Per- 
haps the Annals of Theological Cpntroversy do 
not ftimish a more striking instance of unwar- 
rantable criticism, and inveterate prejudice, than 
the efforts made to depreciate this Codex. . No 
assertion was too monstrous, no fiction too pre- 
posterous, to gain currency and momentary cre- 
dence. It was said, *' The Codex was a palpable 
impostiure, fabricated solely to deceive Erasmus :" 
— " It was the work of a bimgling and ignorant 
impostor, and betrays itself by the badness of its 
Greek;" &c. &c. I cannot avoid a brief notice 
of these charges : and, first, as ta Erasmus.-— 
There is no direct evidence that he ^ver saw the 
Codex Montfortianus : the presiunptive evidence 
is all the other way. I am quite convinced 
that he did not insert the disputed verse, 1 John 
V. 7, into his Third Edition of the Greek New 
Testament, upon the authority of the Codex 
Montfortianus; but, either because it was printed 
in the Complutensian (Princeps) Edition of the 
New Testament, or because he saw it, (or a 



translator's preface. xiii 

Transcript of it,) in a Codex which he balls the 
Codex Britannicus. Let us hear his own ac- 
count of the matter, in his ^Annotat tones,' as 
follows : — 

' ^' Interea perlata est ad nos Editio Hispaniensis (the 
Complutensian) (]^uae dissidebat ab omnibus, habet enim 

hunc in modum : *Oti rpetg etmv oi fioiprvpovmeq ev ta) ovpavto, 
6 Ilari}/), xai 6 Aoyo^, xai to dytov Uvevfiay xdt oi rptii eig to iv 
eiat, Kou Tpet^ eimv oi fiaprvpovvreg ent rtjs ytii, to ifvtvfiay xat 

TO v^cap^xat to aifia. Primum : In hoc dissonat exemplar 
quod ex eadem (ni fallor) Bibliotheca (sciL Vaticana) 
petitum, secuti sunt Hispani, ab Exemplari Britannico, 
quod hie addantur articuli, 6 TlaTtjpf 6 Aoyo^, to Hvevfi^, 
qui non addebantur in Britannico, JDeinde: Quod Bri- 
:to9tnu^m'habebat iv etm, Hispaniense etq to ev et<ru Post^ 

remd: Qt^OC? BrITANNICUM ETIAM in TERR-ffi TESTIMONfO 
ADDEBATxoc/ oi Tpetg etg to iv etfft, QUOD NOHf €iddebaiur 
hie durUaxat in Editione ffispaniensi.^ 



. • »» 



Now, whether Erasmus actually saw that Co- 
dex JBritannicuSy or only a transcript of the 
disputed verse from that Codex, it is most-cer- 
tain, that he either did not see the Codex Mont- 
fortianus; or, at least, that the transcript (if 
such it were) of the disputed -verse, to which he 
adverts in the foregoing Note, could not have 
been copied from the Codex Montfortianv^. 
For, besides the variations already noticed by 
the learned Bishop Burgess*, between the verse 
as here quoted by Erasmus, and as it stands 

■ , ■- . I - — — -■ ■■. - ^ ■ ■■ , i-^-i..— -■■■■-■■II ■ ■■■»■■ -^m^^m^^^^am^^m^^ 

(•) Letter to Archdeacon Beynon, p. 6, 
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in the Codex Montfortianus, Erasmus expressly 

notices a remarkable addition which the Codecv 
JBritannicus contained in the 8th verse ; viz. zoci 
ol TgBig ug TO U sitn : * which words/ he observes, 
' are not found in the Complutensian/ and which, 
be it observed, are not found in the Mont/or- 
tianus. I am not aware of this remark having 
been ever made before; but it strikes me as 
conclusive against the identity attempted to be 
established between the Codeon JBritannicus and 
the Codex Montfortiantis ; and, as evidence, that 
there did exist, in Erasmus's time, besides the 
Codex Montf or tianus, another authentic Greek 
Manuscript, called the Codex JBritannicus, which 
contained the disputed verse, though that Manu- 
script has not yet been discovered. 

Secondly : As to the badness of the Greek in 
the Codex Montfortianus, especially in the words 
iv rtf yri in the disputed verse, the promoters of 
that objection seem to forget, or not to know, 
that the identical form of expression occurs in 
the most classical of the Evangelists, St. Luke, 
e.g. Luke xii. 51 : '' Think ye that I am come to 
send peace on earth?'' sigfjyfiv iovmi bv ry yy. — 
I find St. John also uses the same form, in 
Rev. V. 13 : " Every creature in heaven, and upon 
earth, and rnider the earth," sv ra ovgum, koh $u 
rij yy, kcli vTroKotrej rfjg yrig. So it stands in my 
Greek Testament (Sedan Edition, 1628) ; which 
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also has sv rw yy in 1 John V. 7.* And such, most 
probably, was the Reading in the Greek Manu- 
script from which the Montfortianus was tran- 
scribed. The omission of the article before 
Ti(x,rfi^, Aoyo^f and HviVfMij is also alleged as 
evidence that the whole clause was literally 
translated from the Latin^ by some ignorant 
transcriber! Yet it is strange, that the said 
ignorant transcriber, who could find no other 
method of rendering Pater , Verbum, et Spiritus^ 
than literally HccrTigj Aoyog^ xai IlvsvfMtf without 
the article, should suddenly stumble on the gram- 
matical rendering of in ccelo, and in terra, by i¥ 
TM ovga¥M, and iP rij yij, with the article : not to 
mention, that we find rfjv fcugrvgiex^v rejv av- 
O^a^m, ^ fiMgrv^ict rev &bov, tov Xlov^ &c. &c. 
occmring in these two verses, with the articles 
severally prefixed, although the Latin Text 
assuredly has no corresponding article. Con- 
sistent criticism would have detected another 
and more rational explanation of the omission 
of the article before Uccrijgf Aoyog, and Uinvfiuct ; 
namely, that these terms are obviously used here 
as Appellatives, or proper names of the Divine 
Persons in the Trinity; and the omission of 
the article, in such cases, is sanctioned by the 
usage of the best Classic Authorities. 

(*) Ooezen also refers to the same Reading in the Printed Editions 
of the Greek Testament which he consulted. (jSee Aurftihrliehere 
Vertheidiffung, p. 249, note.) 
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If, then, we oppose the positive and unsu- 
•spicious testimony of only this One Greek Ma- 
nuscript*, and the numerous quotations of, or 
direct allusions to, the disputed verse, . in the 
Writings of Greek and Latin Fathers, especially 
the direct citation of it by the African' Fathers 
iat the Council of Carthage: in the 5th century, 
and the assertion (which can never be disproved) 
of the Author of the ^ Prologus in Epistolas Ca- 
nonicas' in the 9th century, ''that the verse in 
question existed in the Greek Manuscripts then 



(*} To this should be added the Codex OUobonianus, 298 in the 
Vatican Library, discovered not long since ihy Professor Scholze, 
(Biblische-Critische Reise, p.. 105,) which that learned critic pro- 
nounces to be of the 14th century ; t. «. antierior to the Princeps £di- 
tion. It reads the disputed verse thus :, *Wt rptts ticrty ol^iaprvpovpres 
.OTTO Tov ovpavou, ITan}/), Aoyos, KcuTIyeviia ayioy* Kcu ot rp€ii^ cisro ev eun, 
Kcu rp€ts €uriy ot fiaprvpovvres mro njy 717s, &c. &c. The Latin Version, 
An the parallel colunfii of this Codex, reads, "Quia tres sunt qui testi' 
monium dant in coelo. Pater, Verbum, et 3piritus Sanctus: et tres 
sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, spiritus, aqua, et sfuiguis," &c &c. 
lOn which Scholze observes, '" Similar variations and entire transpo- 
sitions occur in many other passages^ and may be imputed chiefly to 
the negligence of the transcribers. The Venetian MS. (No. xi.), 
aiid of the 18th century, contains the disputed text in the Latin 
Verraon on the parallel column, but in the Greek it is written in the 
margin by a later hand." 

The Codex Ravianus or BeroUnensis, which contains the verse 
exactly as it stands in the Complutensian, has been severely attacked 
by Pappelbaum, but its authenticity by no means so triumphantly 
annihilated as the adversaries of that verse assert. Martin^ has sa- 
tisfactorily repelled the chai^ that it was a transcript from the Com- 
plutensian. However defective, there is no reason to doubt its 
having been transcribed in a great degree from Original Manuscripts ; 
and so far, evidence for the verse. See Martin's " La Verite du Texts 
t JohnY.T.demmtriey''^ Sui.&x:, 
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extant/* and possibly as far back as the 4th cen- 
tury ; — If we oppose this mass of positive and 
unimpeachable testimony to the negative and 
suspicious evidence of about 140 comparatively 
modem Greek Manuscripts of the New Testar 
ment, I think the conclusion is inevitable, that, 
in authenticity, antiquity, and weight, the former 
not only counterpoises or neutralizes the latter, 
but decidedly preponderates in favour of the 
disputed verse. 

Nor, when we leave Manuscript evidence to 
examine that of the Printed Editions of the 
Greek New Testament, will that conclusion be 
invahdated ; but, on the contrary, most power- 
fiilly corroborated. First in honour, as in place, 
stands that stupendous and magnificent monit- 
ment, the Complutensian Polyglott of Ximenes, 
which contains the ''Princeps" Edition of the 
Greek Testament*. Every Princeps Edition 
is primd-facie evidence of the Readings in con- 
temporary or antecedent Manuscripts. The 
Complutensian reads 1 John V. 7. : therefore 
that verse stood in the Greek Manuscripts of the 
New Testament then existing and consulted by 
the Editors. Those Greek Manuscripts, we are 
assured by the Editors, were the most ancient, 

(♦) The Greek New Testament was first printed in the Compluten- 
sian Poljglott, and finished in the year 1514; though the entire Work 
was not completed until 1517, nor the Papal Privilegium ohtained 
until 1590. Erasmus's First Edition was printed in 1517. 

b 
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and the most valuable which could then be pro- 
cured from the best public or private Collections 
in the world. The munificent Patron and Pro- 
jector of that Work spared no expense or 
toil, and employed the ablest Scholars and 
Critics of the day in its completion. Its autho- 
rity was held equivalent to that of the most au- 
thentic and ancient Greek Manuscripts then 
extant (as even Michaelis admits). It was re- 
ferred to as the ultimate appeal from every 
subsequent Printed Edition; and it remained 
in the undisputed possession of that preemi- 
nence, throughout aU Christendom, for nearly 
one hundred and fifty years, during the brightest 
days of the Reformation. Its first assailant was 
the celebrated Wetstein ; whose charges were re- 
peated by the learned Semler ; [eminent Critics 
no doubt, but, as we can fiilly prove, xmsafe and 
most suspicious witnesses in the point at issue,] 
and upon their sole authority, upon their unsup- 
ported and peremptory dicta, have all subse- 
quent opponents of the disputed verse impeached, 
not only the genuineness of that verse in the 
Complutensian New Testament, but the charac- 
ter of the whole Polyglott. 

Now, if it be remembered, that both Wetstein 
and Semler ground their accusations almost 
solely upon motives which they invent, and im- 
pute to the Editors of the Complutensian, we 
are perfectly justified, not in fabricating and im- 
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puting any sinister intentions to these two Cri- 
tics, but in stating their avowed religions tenets — 
tenets of such a nature, as, in ordinary cases, 
engender not only a suspicion of sinister motives, 
but of invalidity in those deductions which such 
persons choose to draw, in favour of their pecu- 
liar opinions. 

Whoever has impartially examined Wetsteins 
Annotations on the New Testament will be con- 
vinced that the Learned Annotator did not believe 
in the Proper Divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ.* 

Indeed, he was openly charged with Socinianism ; 
a charge which he could neither palliate nor 
deny. He was fiilly aware, that so long as the 
verse 1 John V. 7. remained an integral part of 
God's Holy Word, no ingenuity of criticism could 
argue away the Consubstantiality of the Father 
and the Son. Great then was his anxiety, and 
incalculable the toil and pains which he encoun- 
tered, to destroy, if possible, the reputation of 
that Princes Edition in which that verse was 
inserted. Where History or argument fails, he 

(*) I select a few specimens. First as to Wetstein's ideas of the 
inspiration of the New-Testament Writers. On Luke i. 3. c8o|c 
lo^t, he observes : '^ Si Lucas vel Fauli hortatu» yel pecuHari SpirU4s 
SaneH afflatu ad scribendum impulsus fuisset, rem memoratu tarn dig. 
nam et ad auctoritatem scripto conciliandam tarn idoneam silentio neu- 
tiquam transiisset." If this reasoning holds, the major part of the 
Bible is uninspired. Again — his ideas of Christ, as the Son of God : 
he says, (on Matt i. 20. §k nywfuiros dytov,) ^' Successor Imperatoris 
Roman! vocabatur 6fov voif, imo quivis prsedarus homo a\Ktfws S*ov 

b 2 
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has recourse to sneer and sarcasm. Let any one 
read the subjoined Notes, and say whether I am 
not justified in impeaching Wetstein as an un- 
sound witness in this cause. Biassed and hostile 
as he shews himself, against the foundation-truth 
of Christianity, his testimony cannot be re- 
ceived without suspicion : it must be scrupulously 
weighed ; and the result will be found to be cap- 
tious, superficial criticism, insidious and un- 
founded calumnies, upon the mimificent Pro- 
moter and the learned and honest Editors of the 
noblest Biblical Undertaking in the wojld. 

Sender^ who repeated these accusations, with 
many additional efiusions of his own spleen, in 



irots, apud Liban." &c. &c. iBlianus Tact. Frsef. ad Hadrianum vie 
^ov, Flinius Paneg. '^ Necdum Imperator, necdum Bei filius eras." 
Also on Luke iii. 38 : '' Observandum — Lucam, cumque Adamum Dei 
filivm vocat, significasse Christum ex Tirgine natum Secundum esse 
Adamum, ejusque ortum per Spiritum Sanctum non minus esse opus 
potentise divinse singulare quam Adami fuerat." Lastly, his ideas of 
the Proper Deity of Christ may be gathered from his Notes on 
John i. 1. eeos i^y, on which he quotes Livy, lib. i. 4. '^ Romulus Deo 
prognatus, Deus ipse :" — 16. ^' Deum Deo natum ;** &c. &c. And on 
John XX. 28. o' Kvpto; fiov, koa o* dcos /uov, after attempting some philo- 
logical proofs that it should be w Kopiot^ w 6€os, (that is, a mere excla- 
mation of surprise, not an acknowledgment that Christ was the Lord 
and the God of Thomas,) he quotes a passage from Servetus, with evi- 
dent approbation : ^' Quis Hebraic^ vel Chaldaic^ mediocriter doctus 
ignorabit Thomam non nominasse Jehovah quando dixit, Dominus 
mens et Deus meus ? Vidistine unquam illud affixum metis additum 
nomini Jehovah? Christus nunquam jungitur notnini Jehovah, 
sed nomini Elohim.*' (Servet. de Err. Trin. V. p. 98.) See Baum- 
garten*s ^ Recension der Wetstenischen Ausgabe der N. T.,* in the 
Nachrichten von Merkwiirdigen BUchem,*' Vol. II. p. 53, &c. 
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his Reprint of Wetstein's Prolegomena (17 64*^), 
was an avowed supporter of Pelagianism. He 
denied the divine inspiration of the Scriptures. 
He was, if not the originator, certainly the great 
promoter of that Infidel system so fashionable 
amongst the modem Neologians or Rationalists of 
Germany : I mean the Accommodation Theory *, 
according to which Revelation is to be judged of, 
not by the evidences of its divine origin, but by 
its supposed utility. It is notorious, that at the 
time when he repeated Wetstein's accusations 
against the Complutensian, he had never seen 
that Polyglott f : but he knew that it contained 
the disputed verse 1 John V. 7, and he was 
therefore determined to crush it altogether. Un- 
questionably he possessed gigantic intellectual 
powers, immense erudition, and unparalleled in- 
dustry. But he has been encountered by a 



{*) For a fuller account of Semler, see Rev. H. J. Rose's Four Ser- 
mons on the State of the Protestant Religion in Germany : (a most 
valuable and interesting Work,) p. 45 et seq. First Edition. 

(t) This appears, from his Note on Erasmus's Annotation already 
quoted. He there observes : '^ Since Erasmus has here noticed all the 
Variations between the Complutensian and the Codex Britannicus, 
yet without expressly stating that the. former has eirt ns 7171 where 
the latter reads cv 177 777, he must have committed a mistake a few 
lines before, and been thinking of the Greek instead of the Latin 
in ierrA^ which is much more correct than €y rp yp. Now, from 
what we learn in other Works, of the order of the words in the Com- 
plutensian New Testament,it is certain that the latter actually printed 
fv TQ 7I^" Every one knows, that the reading in the Complutensian 
is ciri Tijf ynsi therefore, Semler either deliberately falsifies, or never 
saw theWork which he criticizes. (See Goezen's Veriheidigung &c p.78.) 
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fonmdable antagonist^ the celebrated Goezen *, 
of Hamburgh ; who has thoroughly exposed the 
shallowness of his pretensions as a Critic of that 
great Work, demolished the whole fabric of his 
baseless invectives, and consigned him, and his 
prototype, Wetstein, to the pity of every impar- 
tial Theologian and genuine believer in the doc- 
trines of Christianity. 

Wetstein and Semler are, in feet, the only 
authorities appealed to by the depredators of the 
Complutensian. Their unsupported assertions 
have been assumed as axioms ; their sophisms, as 
mathematical demonstration. Their hypothesis 
respecting especially the Greek New Testament 
in that Polyglott, is, that '' the Editors formed 
the Greek on the Vulgate/* This hypothesis, 
unsubstantiated by even a shadow of proof, has 
been repeated by Protestants, in the face of un- 
answerable evidence to the contrary f : and, cu- 
rious to say, its very opposite is maintained by a 
celebrated Roman-Catholic critic, Richard Simon, 

- - - . - I I HI- I II J I I - ■ - ■ ■ 

(*) Goezen's Works on this subject are enumerated in Knittel's 
Note, p. 95. I am engaged in preparing a Translation of them for 
the press ; and am encouraged to hope, they will prove a valuable 
accession to our Biblical Literature. 

(t) Goezen has collected nearly 1000 Variations between the Com- 
plutensian Greek New Testament and the Latin Vulgate ; and these 
not trivial or insignificant, but the miyority most important : in 
many, the sense of the Readings in the Complutensian is directly op- 
posite to that in the Vulgate. (See Au^fihrlidhere Vertheidiffunffy 
pp. 276—506.) 
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(Hist. Critiq. p, 516,) who asserts that the Com- 
plutensian Editors corrected the Vulgate Latin 
of the New Testament by the Original Greek 
Text ! 

I have been somewhat amused by the logic 
of our modem Anticomplutensians. The Alcala 
Editors asserted, (and their assertion, though 
denied by Wetstein and Semler, never has been, 
nor ever can be, disproved,) ''that they were pro- 
vided with the rarest and most ancient and va- 
luable Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament, 
by the liberality of Pope Leo X. ; who also 
particularly directed their attention to one of 
the number, called (xar i^oj^flv) '' The Vatican 
Manuscript.'* '' Now it is most certain,*' (say 
they) "that these Alcala Editors did not con- 
sult the celebrated Codex Vaticanus, which is re- 
puted to be one of the most ancient, if not 
the most ancient Manuscript extant. For** — (ob- 
serve the quicL)^ — " for, that Manuscript has not 
the disputed clause, and they have departed from 
its Readings in various places *.'* In this Enthy- 
mem, we have gotten the Conclusion and the 
minor Premise; but the major is left for us to 
guess at ; and when found, will require, I imagine, 
something like proof. I presume the major is 
this: " The now-existing Codeoc Vaticanus was 
the most ancient Codex existing in the days of 

(*) See Home's Critical Introduct Vol. IV. p. 466. Sixth Edition. 
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the Complutensian Editors ; and Leo X. was guilty 
of gross imposition upon their credulity, in calling 
the Codex which he sent, (and upon which, as 
their ultimate guide, he requested them to 
form their Text,) The most ancient and authentic 
standard of the Original Text.'* Let me ask. 
Is this demonstrated ? Is it likely ? Is it not 
rather a monstrous improbabihty ? It matters 
not a straw whether the Alcala Editors consulted 
the now-existing Codex Vaticanus, or not. But 
it is any thing but " most certain" they could 
not have seen it, because they did not imphcitly 
follow its Readings. As well might we assert, 
that the Editors of any book, of which there 
have been many originals, whether Manuscript 
or Printed, most certainly could not have seen 
some one of these originals, hecatise they in- 
serted some clause in their edition which is 
wanting in that one original, or deviated from the 
Readings of that one original, although, (as in 
the case of the Complutensian,) the deviations 
are confessedly for the better, in most instances. 
Let, then, the major of the Enthymem be first 
proved, and we may then examine the intrinsic 
value of the Conclusion. At present, it goes for 
nothing. 

Much stress has been laid on the Marginal 
Note annexed to 1 John V. 7, 8.* in the Com- 



(*) See Knittel, p. 64, and Note. 
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plutensian New Testament, as if it implied that 
the Editors had no Greek-Manuscript authority 
for inserting the seventh verse. Really nothing 
but a predetermination not to see, could have 
obscured the obvious purport of that Note to the 
eyes of the Anticomplutensians, Its plain and 
palpable intent is, not to account for the inser- 
tion of 1 John V.7, but to vindicate the omis- 
sion of the latter clause of 1 John V, 8. a. e. oi 
Tgiig h 6i(n, which corresponds to the Latin '' JEK 
tres unum sunt ;" — an omission, which affords, 
amongst many other evidences, an incontestable 
proof that the Editors had no intention of form- 
ing the Greek Text on the Vulgate, or elevating 
the authority of the Latin Version above that of 
the Original Greek Text. 

Thus then stands the Eocternal Evidence, ^& 
regards the disputed verse, under the several 
heads, 1st, Greek-Manuscript authorities of the 
first four centuries ; 2dly, Greek-Manuscript au- 
thorities from the 4th to the 16th century; 
3dly, Printed Editions. 

Under {he first, we have the positive, or affir- 
mative unsuspicious testimonies of Tertullian, 
Cyprian, Origen, the Second Symbolmn Antioche- 
num, Gregory Nazianzen, Phoebadius, Ausonius, 
and the Latin Vulgate of Jerome, either directly 
quoting or undeniably alluding to the clause : and 
against them we have only the negative and 
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sm^icious testimony of two Greek Manuscripts of 
the New Testament ; both confessedly Latinized, 
and (allowing them to have been written in 
the 4th century) the productions of an age in 
which Arianism had tainted the whole body of 
the Christian Church, for forty years. 

Under the second, we have the aflSrmative im- 
suspicious evidence of at least ttvo existing 
Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament ; of 
all the most ancient and best Manuscripts of the 
Latin Vulgate (there being not one in fifty 
which omits the verse) ; and a large number of 
quotations or direct allusions to it, in the Works 
of Greek and Latin Fathers, firom the 4th to the 
16th century* ; — against the negative evidence of 
about 140 Greek Manuscripts, few more ancient 
than the 14th century ; and the great majority 
belonging to the same suspicious stock, the East- 
em Church. And, as it is admitted, that there 
are probably many thousand Greek Manuscripts 
of the New Testament in existence, which have 
never been collated or examined ; as the Manu- 
scripts employed by the Complutensian Editors 
have not yet been discovered, being either de- 
stroyed in the great conflagration of the Escurial 



(*) The verse, 1 John Y. 7, was alleged against the Arians at the 
Council of Carthage, In the 5th century ; and its authenticity was not 
disputed hy the Arian Bishops then present ; nor questioned hj any 
Arian, or other Heretic, from the 5th to the 16th century. 
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1671^ or disposed of by some ignorant or disho«> 
nest Librarian^ or concealed in the Library at 
Alcala, or possibly in the Vatican at Rome, 
under the apprehension of their proving un&r 
vourable to the authority of the Vulgate ; there- 
fore, until the materials, on which a negative te^ 
timony can be admitted, be very considerably 
augmented in niunber and authenticity, the affir- 
mative, I. e. in favour of the disputed clause, must 
be allowed to preponderate under this head alsof . 

Thirty, As to Printed Editions, the verse is 
contained in the Princeps Edition, by which Eras- 
mus improved, and Stephens wholly formed, theur 
several Editions of the New Testament ; and in 
the genuine versions of Jerome, edited by Mar- 
tianay and Vallarsius ; names fully equivalent to 
those of the Deistical Wetstein and the Utili- 
tarian Semler, or any of their servile imitators. 

I have confined my remarks solely to the 
external evidence for and against this verse> 
and rest in the assured conviction that the former 
is decidedly preponderant. The Internal Evi-- 
dence has been so ably and argumentatively dis- 
cussed by the learned Bishop Burgess, and esta- 



(t) At the same time, I must assert, that no amount of negative 
testunony can overthrow the posUwe evidence of those unimpeachable 
witnesses abready adduced, as vouchers for the authenticity of 1 John 
V.7. 
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blished on such an inunoveable basis, entirely 
and unanswerably in favour of the verse, that the 
opponents of that verse have no other resource, 
than to thrust that species of evidence out of 
court altogether, and take refiige in a very con- 
venient postulate, which has every thing to re- 
commend it — except truth. They tell us, that '' no 
Internal Evidence can prove a clause to be 
genuine, where External Evidence is decidedly 
against it." The feilsity of this aphorism is pal- 
pable, from the whole history of Various Read- 
ings. How is any particular reading to be 
determined, when there are conflicting testimo- 
nies ? By the context ; — ^by the general scope of 
the author; — ^in short, by Internal Evidence alone. 
But the aphorism is not only untrue, but inappli- 
cable in the case in question ; viz. 1 John V. 7. 
Ejctemal Evidence is not decidedly against it: 
Internal Evidence is wholly in its favour : there- 
fore it is a genuine Text of Holy Writ. 

One thing has deeply impressed me, in this 
inquiry. No satisfactory answer has ever been 
given to the question which naturally occurs, 
^' How did that verse first gain admission and 
currency, as a text, of Scripture, if it were not so 
ah initio ?" 

There have only been two attempts to explain 
this mystery : 1st, That the verse was forged 
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by the Orthodox party, against the Arians, 2dly, 
That it was a marginal note of Augustine's ; and 
thence accidentally, or designedly, crept into the 
Text. As to the first, there is not a particle of 
evidence to support the charge of forgery. And 
if the test of cui bono be applied, all the pre- 
sumption is in favour of omission by the Arians, 
rather than invention by the Orthodox. To the 
former it is an insurmountable stiunbling-block : 
to the latter (supposing it a forgery), it was un- 
necessary and idle in the extreme. The doc- 
trine of the Trinity so thoroughly pervades the 
New Testament, is so interwoven into its texture, 
as a thread of gold, that the insertion of a single 
text, and at the risk of certain detection, 
would argue an extreme of folly, irreconcileable 
with the known character of those to whom it is 
imputed. Were the Orthodox ever charged 
with such a gratuitous imposture ? Was such a 
calumny ever heard of until the 16th century, 
when it was fabricated to serve Socinian pur- 
poses? On the contrary, was it not broadly 
promulgated, so early as the 9th century, that 
the verse in question had been designedly erased 
by the Arians ? and was that imputation discre- 
dited or disproved ? As to Augustine, suffice it 
say, that the verse was in existence^ in the Latin 
Version current in Africa, at least two hundred 
years before he was bom. How could it have 



r 
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gotten there, unless it was an integral and ab* 
original text of Holy Writ ? 

These remarks have swelled far beyond the 
limits which I had originally prescribed ; and I 
therefore hasten to a conclusion. It shall con- 
sist of a few Personal and Pastoral observations. 

When first I received our present Authorised 
English Version of the Bible, as the Revealed 
Will of God presented to me in a Translation 
which, with the imperfections imavoidable in such 
a Work, is probably unrivaUed in purity and 
faithftdness, I entertained a religious dread of 
rejecting any part or parcel of that Volume, as 
spurious, or of doubtfiil origin. The original 
Translators, as well as the Revisers, had wisely 
cautioned and guarded their readers against con- 
founding the mere fictions, or historical records, 
or didactic aphorisms of iminspired men, with 
the '* Oracles of the Living God f and the brand 
of " Apocrypha" was indeUbly affixed, to warn 
the ignorant or the heedless. Patiently and 
learnedly had they explored the Divine Originals ; 
and neither few nor feeble were the grounds upon 
which, after mature deliberation, upon the 
deepest conviction, and assuredly in the spirit of 
dependence upon the guiding counsel of the 
Most High, they retained 1 John V. 7. as an 
integral and essential text of Holy Scripture. 
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Therefore, when that Volume, the Authorised 
Version of the Bible, was placed in my hands at 
my ordination, and I was solemnly enjoined to 
'' Take authority to preach the word of god f — 
when, subsequently, I '' set to my seal," that 
'' HOLY SCRIPTURE coutalneth all things necessary 
to salvation;*' I should have deemed myself guilty 
of an unworthy dissimulation, had I virtually 
assented with my hps, and by my written sub- 
scription, to the integrity of that Authorised 
Version as the Revealed Will and Word of God, 
while I tacitly obliterated so important a verse as 
1 John V. 7. I could not conscientiously pro- 
fess myself a Minister of the Established Church, 
while I deUberately stamped falsehood and for- 
gery upon an entire text in her Authorised Ver- 
sion, promulgated by the Supreme Ecclesiastical 
Authority in the realm, as the very Word of 
God, This may be called weakness or bigotry, 
or whatever the reader chooses. Be it so. I 
quarrel with no man's conscience, in merely as- 
serting my own. 

Now, let me ask you. My Brethren in the Mini- 
stry of the Established Church, opponents of this 
important text. Are you aware of, or indifferent 
to, the inevitable results of that too often perti- 
nacioiLs opposition ? Will your flocks, who rea- 
dily follow in their shepherd's track, as readily 
stop when he cries out ^ Halt 9' You are se- 
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dulously endeavouring to convince them, that an 
entire text in the Authorised Version of the Bible 
is spurious and interpolated. You have perhaps 
succeeded: they receive your conclusion as it 
were an axiom; but think you. Will they 
stop at that conclusion? Indeed No! Blind 
must be the man who does not already discern 
the effects of your — shall I call it, rash and im- 
warrantable — ^impeachments of the integrity of our 
Authorized Version ; who does not already take 
alarm at the wide-spreading Scepticism, and the 
popular and palatable delusion, that the Esta- 
blished Church of England circulates a spurious 
Bible, and imposes the fictions of man as the 
Oracles of God. The multitude are unskilled 
to argue, but prompt to believe what favours 
the corrupt propensities of nature. The trans- 
ition, firom tfour conclusion to that of the Unita- 
rians, is natural and easy. You reject one verse 
of John's First Epistle: they reject the first 
fourteen verses of his Gospel (John 1. 1 — 15.) It 
is but a step, and we reject the Sacred Canon al- 
together. This is no imaginary or visionary 
alarm: late circumstances indicate, if not its 
actual arrival, its very near approximation *. 



(*) During the discussions which lately agitated the Bible Society 
on the subject of the Apocryphal Books, a great laxity of opinion was 
developed, as to the inspiration of the Sacred Canon. *' The Eclectic 
Review^* put forth an article, in which the integrity of that Canon is 

avowedly 
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Pope Pins VII. denounced your Authorised Ver- 
sion in no measured terms ; as, " Not the Gospel 
of man, but the Gospel of the Devil." His ob- 
sequious Hierarchy in Ireland re-echoed these 
sentiments throughout that Priest-bound Coim- 
try, and millions hailed the tidings with shouts of 
joy! Beware, then, lest your disciples should 
fearfiilly outstrip their Teachers, and grow, with 
accelerated velocity, from Sceptics of a Text, into 
Disbelievers of the Bible, 

WILLIAM ALLEYN EVANSON. 



^9 Jeffrey* B Terraoe^ Kentish Toum^ 
London^ June 30^ 1829. 



avowedly impeached, and the inspiration of four entire Books of the 
Old Testament almost directly denied. This article was afterwards 
reprinted in a separate form ; and circulated gratuitously, in large 
numhers. The same Periodical, in its Number for June 1829, has 
taken up the cause of ' Crito Cantdbrigiennsy a determined opponent 
of 1 John V. 7. Well may that indignant Critic exclaim, *' Defend 
me from my friends ! " * Haud tali availio^ ^o« ^c* 
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SYNODICAL LECTURE 

esTc. iSfc. 



lJOHN,V. 7, 

THERE ARE THREE THAT BEAR RECORD IN HEAVEN, 
THE FATHER, THE WORD, AND THE HOLY GHOST; 
AND THESE THREE ARE ONE. 



REVEREND BRETHREN, 

You are all aware, that the authenticity of this 
passage has been controverted, from the beginmng of 
the 16th century, down to the present day. I might 
almost say, no passage in the Bible has ever occasioned 
a dispute so violent and so general in the Church. 
Catholics, Lutherans, Calvinists, Socinians, in short all 
Religious Sects whatever, who appeal to the New Tes- 
tament as authority, have taken part in the contest At 
first, the party which rejected the passage was the 
minoritjr : in the present day, on the contrary, [in 
Germany] it is the strongest and most respectable : nay, 
people already go so far as to wonder how it is possible, 
at the close of the 18th century, an age so enlightened 
upon this Text, there should still be found men to 
favour a clause so incongruous to St. John. Their 
reasons certainly deserve a hearing. 

"IJohn V. 7." say they, "is wanting in all Manuscripts of 
the Original Text. No ancient Greek or Latin Father of the 
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Church, not even excepting Tertullian and Cyprian, quote 
that clause. We seek for it in vain in old Translations. It 
was in the reign of Charlemagne, or perhaps later, that it 
first crept, from a marg^al gloss, into the Vulgate ; and 
passed from thence into a few insignificant Manuscripts, 
posterior to the art of printing." 

To predispose us to a more favourable hearing of 
these objections, the following motives are urged. 

1st. To console the friends of the Bible for the loss 
of this clause, we are told : 

** It may well be dispensed with in Dogmatics : besides, it 
is obscure ; or, at least, too ambiguous to prove what it is 
commonly intended to prove. Its loss, therefore, is of no 
importance whatever." 

2dly : To discourage its defenders^ we are told : 

** Ungratefiil that ye are ! how faithless ia your conduct 
towards Luther, the mighty Luther, so deserving of your 
veneration and that of all the rational world! How earnestly 
did that blessed man enjoin you, not to alter one tittle of Us 
Translation of the Bible ! Yet, scarcely had twenty years 
elapsed since his death, when, lo! 1 John V. 7. appears, in 
Dr. Luther's New Testament ! a clause which is wanting in 
all the editions which he himself prepared ! Let it not be 
objected, that its absence in those editions was merely acci- 
dental, a matter of chance. If you have not read yet, read 
now, with what clear and profound reasoning that enlightened 
divine declares against the authenticity of that clau^ in his 
Commentary on the First Epistle of St John." 

3dly ; And further, as a good-natured warning, we 
are asked, 

'* What is ultimately to become of the Text of the Bible, if 
our Criticisms are to be held Wiflrthless, and yours alone 
valid? Will not the same reasons which induce you to make 
1 John y. 7. a Text of Scripture, compel you also to admit into 
the Sacred Volume many human suggestions, which Legends 



aDnounce to be expresi^ons of Jems and his Apostles, bat 
whose real nature you yourselves acknowledge* To smite 
oneself with one's own sword, is surely the grossest impru- 
dence imaginable in any contest. Yet this is what you are 
doing." 

Let us immediately reply to the foregoing ; and clear 
these obstacles from our path to the refutation of 
objections. 4^ 

1st They console us for the loss of this very favourite 
clause, so generally employed in Catechisms and books of 
doctrinal instruction. 

True^ we do not lose the doctrine of the Trinity^ 
though this clause should lose its authority. But what 
rational Christian will adopt a doctrine unsupported by 
the testimony of Holy Scriptures, or cherish, as the 
ground of his faith, a Scriptural text which he perceives 
to be spurious and interpolated ? If he does, he acts 
erroneously ; and requires not to be consoled, but to be 
better taught. Our attachment to an article of faith 
ceases, the moment it is proved to us unfounded in a.hy 
passage of Scripture. Where then is the need of con- 
dolence, when we are not sensible of any loss? Conso- 
lation of this kind pays no great compliment to the 
disceriianent of those to whom it is offered : in fkct, it it 
a species of satire. Suppose a case : — ^A rational Chris- 
tian, but defective in Biblical learning, imagines that 
the whole proof of the existence of the Trinity rests 
singly and exclusively on 1 John V.T. Well ; the mo- 
ment he is convinced this passage is not the word of 
God, but a mere human invention, all his attachment to 
the doctrine vanishes He will thank us, perhaps, for 
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our instruction^ but take it very ill if we attempt to 
console him for the loss of a passage which he erro-* 
neously held to be genuine and divine. This is just 
the fashionable language used to persuade the world 
that the faith of Orthodox ChristianSi so called^ is blind 
and groundless ; — * that their wishes^ prejudices, ha- 
bits, are the only source of their rigid adherence to the 
unphilosophical doctrines of their b%otted forefathers; — 
that to gain upon this capricious weakness, it only 
requires to get hold of their passions, to play the part of 
some zealot for the ancient faith, and counterfeit their en- 
thusiastic veneration for the words and phrases of Scrip- 
ture; and that to attempt to controvert their doctrinefl» 
is only pouring oil on the fire.' But further, allowing 
that 1 John V • 7. is not sufficiently clear to convince ua 
of the existence of the Trinity, shall we therefore be 
deterred from scrutinizing the authenticity of this claose, 
or reject it without further ceremony, according to the 
sjrstem of a certain individual, in which relative edifica- 
tion is substituted for criticism on the Text ? Verily, I 
think this would be proceeding too arbitrarily, and too 
insecurely, in the investigation of the Bible Text. 

2dly : " Luther," we are told, " thought quite differently of 
1 John V. 7. Why corrapt his Translation ?" 

What is here observed of our Luther, is true; hiU 
only in part. I shall reply to this hereafter, when I treat 
of Manuscripts : here I might become too episodicaL 

3dly : •• You prove too much," say they, " when you 
attempt to vindicate the authenticity of this clause. Learn 
from us to criticise with more caution, and on better grounds." 



It is true, (why should we deny it ?) that our fore- 
fathers had occasionally recourse to improper weapons 
in defence of 1 John V • 7. , But did not their antagohists 
frequently do the same ? Does not Truth continue to 
be Truth, though its advocates rest their convictions of 
it upon erroneous groimds ? It is assuredly true, and 
palpable to any one who reads what has been written 
for and against thiiraause, that the aUat^ upon 1 John 
y.7« has been exceedingly advantageous to Biblical 
criticisin* How many useful medicines have not che- 
mists discovered in their researches after gold ! Thanks 
to Erasmus, who gave the first occasion to this contro- 
versy I Thanks to that great man, who, with a torch in 
one hand and scales in the other, elucidated and weighed, 
as carefully ^ls it was then possible to elucidate and 
weigh, the Greek Text of the New Testament, which 
he presented to the vtrorld in various editions — that 
great man, who applied criticism to the uses for which 
it was designed ; t.«. as a test for discovering truth, and 
not AS the mask of irregular passions;— that great man, 
who retracted his words whenever he altered his opi- 
nions ; and, in his third edition of the New Testament, 
restored 1 John Y • 7. to the place which he had refused 
it in his two first editions I 

But, has ibe controversy upon this text been already 
settled by a*decbive victory on either side? Are the 
Manuscript 'sources so completely exhausted, that no 
further discoveries can be made, to sustain the autho- 
rity of this clause ? There are voluminous documents, 
often difficult to be understood, and to which all have 
not access — I mean the Writings of the Fathers, and 
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tlie Councils, which require to be revised more than 
once, if we would give the full force of law to the sen* 
tence founded upon them \ It is with the history of the 
Biblical Text, which we derive from the Fathers^as 
with Natural History, written about remote ooanlries. 
Neither arrives at certainty, until men of various schools 
read the former deliberately, and travel attentively 
through the latter : each, howevei*, candidly laying the 
grounds of their judgment, without reserve, before the 
reading world ; and, in short, " vahdng their womg no 
higher than they are worth,^ Augustin had a maxim in 
this case, which I would strongly recommend to all oor 
Critics who may yet be without it ** In matters 6[ a 
doubtfiil nature ',*' says this acute Bishop, '* we most 
take care, lest an extravagant attachment to our own 
opinions, bxiA a rash defence of them thence resulting, 
lead us to become guarantees for their absolute cer- 
tainty. For the time may come," he adds, ** when we 
and others shall discern the real state of the case, and 
be convinced of the incorrectness of our notions. What 
would then be said of our having so zealously foa^^t 
for our opinions? Every one would say, it was not 
truth, but an over-fondness for our own theses, which 
stimulated us to put on harness.*' Thank Ood ! this 
ancient maxim has not wholly lost its admirers. That 
great calculator of probabilities, Bernoulli, recognises 
it. " In our decisions," he observes, " we must take heed 



(1) Bemember, Brethren, the exquisite Critical Investigation of the 
60th Canon of the Council of Laodicea ; published by the learned 
Professor Spittler, in 1777. 

(9) Lib. I. de Genes, ad litt cap. xviii. '* In rebus obscuris** &c. 



that we attach no greater value to things than they 
really possess : we must not consider that thing to be 
absolutely certain^ which is more probable than the 
rest ; nor impose it upon other people as an incontro- 
vertible truth \" This being the case, I may be per- 
mitted here to announce the discovery which I have 
made respecting 1 John Y. 7. 

I shall describe the bearings of the controversy in the 
words of MicHAELis ; because he possesses the art of 
stating Critical propositions in a manner at once intelli- 
gible and entertaining ; and belongs to the party of those 
who reject 1 John V. 7. as spurious^ but yet controvert 
it learnedly, and with decorum. 

'* Forasmuch/' says he\ ^' as many persons, who pretend 
to judge of this question, do not exactly know what is the sub- 
ject-matter in dispute, and as this is the case even with those 
who have actually taken the field as defenders of the text in 
question, I shall first present the entire passage, as it stands 
in our ordinary printed editions ; inclosing between brackets 
the words wanting in the Greek Manuscripts, which form the 
proper subject in controversy. 

** 'On rpetq et^tv ai fMprvpwvrt^ [ev rip ovpavti^ 6 Hanipf 6 Ao- 
yaq^ Kot TO 'Ayiay Upe^uta' xat ovrot oi rpu^ iv €i^i. Kas Tp€t% 
ewiv Of fiopTvpovrrss ^ T17 yi;], to irviVfUK^ k<m to v^otp^ xoci to 

Oifta' KOi Oi Tp€i^ f IS TO h itfflP. 

(3) ArHa eonjeetandi^ Parte IV. cap. 11. Auom viit. ^ In judidis 
nostris cavendum, ne rebus phis tribuamus quam par est ; neque quod 
probalulius est ceteris, pro absolute certo habeamus, ipsi aut obtru- 
damus aliis.*' 

(4) In tbe Second Part of his Introduction to the Holy Scriptures 
ef the New Testament, § 223. pp. 1244, 1245. 3d and improyed edi- 
tion. [Bishop Marsh has translated from the 4th edition. The 
parallel passage in his Translation will be found in Vol. IV. p. 415. 
.«d edition, 1802 Tr.] 
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'' I translate them for the benefit of the unlearned, wh<wi I 
here chiefly aim to serve: for no scholar, who seeks the 
truth, requires my aid in this particular. 

^* For there are three that bear record [in heaybn , ths fa* 

THSR, THE WORD, AND THE HOLT 0H08T ; AND THSSS TIOUiB ABS 
ONE. And THERE ARE THREE THAT BEAR RECORD ON XARTH], 

the spirit^ and the water^ and the blood ; and thete three agree 
in one. 

'' The words between brackets, I eonsider inadndssiUe ; 
and adopt the Text simply as it stands in the Greek Manu- 
scripts; viz. 

" *0r< Tp€tq €iorty oi fAOLprvpowrt^^ ro ttvevfunyKat ro vHctffj Mat to 
ai/uM' xai oi rpeii ei^ to h etaiv, 

'^ For there are three that bear record^ the epirit^ and the 
toateTy and the blood; and theee three agree in one. 

** By this representation of the case we immediately 
subvert the arguments which some would deduce from the 
context, to maintain the genuineness of the clause ; viz. 

*M. ' That the sentence. There are three that bear record 
on eartht is incomplete, unless the Heavenly Witnesses be 
mentioned before or after.' — ^This, as we said, falls to the 
ground ; because the words ' on earth' are part of those 
wanting in the Chreek Manuscripts', and therefore rejected as 
spurious. 

*' 2. ' The genuine verse begins with mou (and), which pre- 
sumes that other witnesses were mentioned before.'— -Thid 
also fails : for the km itself is part of the reading which is not 
found in the Greek Manuscripts ; and is therefore denied, 
when 1 John V. 7. is considered to be spurious. Still I must 
admit respecting this particle xoi, that it stands in the Syriac 
Version ^ and has passed from thence into the Arabic edited 
by Erpenius. But, even in that case, we must perceive that 
the two sentences, ' The Spirit beared record ' (v. 6), and, 

(5) I shall make an observation in reply to this hereafter. 

(6) John Gkrhard has already remarked Xbis, in his Essay De Tru 
his Testibus in Ccslo. In Thesis xl. he says, " Km rpeii, Et ires sunt 
iestifiotmles in ierra^ quam copulativam expressit etiam Syrus per ual< 
tatum 1." 
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' There are three that hear record, the apirU, the water, and 
the blood,* may be likewise connected by the particle and.'' 

Thus far Michaelis. 

Having ascertained what is properly the matter in dis- 
pute, we must then make ourselves acquainted with the 
weapons used in defence of 1 John V.7. And these 
weapons it is the purport of my " New Criticisms" partly 
to eharpen^ and partly to augmemt. To enable you to 
survey them all at one glance, I shall exhibit them 
before you in regular succession. 

FROPOSITION I. 

Long before Jerome, this celebrated clause, 1 John 
y.7, existed in an ancient Latin Version, which is at 
least three hundred years older than the oldest Greek 
Manuscript, yet extant, of the First Epistle of St. John* 
It is exceedingly probable, and therefore morally cer* 
taii^ Aat the same clause existed also, at that time, in 
Greek Manuscripts. 

PROP. II. 

The majority of ancient as well as modern Latin Ma- 
nuscripts read 1 John V. 7. 

PROP. IIF. 

The Latins quote this clause so early as the Sd and 
3d centuries; and, ever since the 5th, very frequently* 

PROP. i^. 

Greeks of the 4th, Greeks of the 5th, Greeks of the 
6th, Greeks of the 7th, Greeks of the 11th, Greeks of 
the 13th, Greeks of the 14th, and Greeks of the 15th 
centuries, cite 1 John V. 7, or make evident allusions to 
that clause. 

PROP. v. 

1 John V. 7. is found in Manuscripts of the Original 
Text, which are so constructed as to merit attention. 
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PROP. VI. 

There are indeed Greek Manuscripts which do not 
contain 1 John V. 7 ; but yet make such additions to tiie 
Text of the eighth verse, as evidently shew diere has 
been an omission in the verse preceding. 

PROP. VII. 

No Greek — I appeal, in testimony, to their writings- 
imagined that the 8th verse of the 5th chapter of St 
John's First Epistle denoted the Holy Trinity* Aor 
gustin was the first in the Latin Church who saggeated 
this allegory, yet without enforcing it on any one. 



It may readily be supposed, that scarcely any one of 
these Propositions has been unassailed. I shall therefore 
now adduce what has been urged against most of them 
in its fullest force; and, where illusions have been 
generated, endeavour to radiate upon them th»piire 
light of Truth. 

But I have one remark to make — a remark of great 
importance; which neither we, nor our antagonists, 
nor he that listens to us, can dispense with ; unless we 
all wish to mistake what is the truth. My remark is 
this : — 

In Historical Criticism, we must never confound d(ffi- 
ctUdes with cbjections: for they difier much, both in nature 
and in power. The former are concerned with reUoioe, 
the latter with absolute^ incomprehensibility : or, more 
plainly — He that raises an historical objection, alleges a 
fact which directly contravenes what we assert, or renders 
our assertion absolutely impossible. For example": Who- 
ever impugns the proposition, 'Moses wrote every 
thing which is found in his Five Books,* by asserting, 
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' No one can write after he is dead ; therefore Moses 
never wrote what is found in Deut. xxxiv. 5^ 6, 7 : 
dierefore the fact asserted, viz. that every thing which 
we read in the hooks of Moses was written by his own 
hand, is impossible;' — whoever, I say, impugns the fore* 
going proposition in this manner, raises an cbjet^ioifu 
. €bfecHon$y therefore, are what the calculators of proba- 
bilities call Argwnenta necessarid indicantia'^ : consequently^ 
there are two kinds of objections. The ^r^ when the 
existence of the fact on which the contradiction rests is 
indubitable, and absolutely certain. The example just 
alleged belongs to objections of this first kind. These 
therefore are incontrovertible ; and completely demolish 
the positions against which they are levelled. The 
second sort of objections is, when the existence of the 
fiict on which the contradiction rests, hi not absolutely 
cevMb, but presumptive. For instance : If this propo- 
sition^ * In the 2d century after the birth of Christ, the 
autographs of the Apostolic writings were no longer ex- 
tent,' be impugned thus ; viz. * If some Christians in the 
time of Ignatius appealed to the Apostolic Originals, 
these originals must still have been extant in the 2d 
century;' — whoever, I say, impugns the proposition 
thus, raises an objection of the second class : for the testi- 
mony of Ignatius ' to the existence of the fact on which 
die contradiction rests, (I mean, that '* Christians ap- 
pealed to the Apostolic Originals of the Apostles,") is 
not absolutely certain^ but only presumptive. Therefore, 



(7) Jacob! Bernoulli Artis Conjectandi, Pars IV. cap. iii. 

(8) Michaelis's Introduction to the Holj Scripturet of the New 
Testament, Vol. I. § 37. pp. 243, 244. 



12 

objectioDS of the second class may be refuted ; and we 
may maintain our assertion against them. 

We now come to Difficulties.— He that creates diffi- 
culties, draws such inferences from a fact as tend moi 
to make what we assert impoMnbUy but its contrary, to a 
certain extent, more possible^ that is, more premn^pUve^ 

For etample : Supposing the testimony of the An- 
dent Ethers, that the clause 1 John V. 7. was for- 
merly extant in the New Testament, be thus impeadied: 
' No such clause has hitherto been found in any ommiI 
Greek Manuscript ;' — sueh an impeachment is no ob^ 
Hon, but a mere difficuky. For, as it is possible that off 
the Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament have not 
yet been discovered ; as it is possible that the Mamucrffts 
in which the Fathers read it have perished ; so the ob- 
servation just made does not render what the Fathers- 
say impossible : though the contrary propositioo^^s. 
' that hitherto the clause has not been found in any an- 
dent Manuscript,' gains presumptivefy, to a eeriam extemtf 
that is, in case our assertion, * that the Fathers actually 
found the clause in their New Testament/ cannot be 
perfectly ascertained; 

Difficulties^ therefore, are what the Ars Canjectamdi 
(or Doctrine of Probabilities) designates Argumenta etm^ 
tingenter indicantia^. Consequently there are two kinds 
of difficulties. First, When the existence of the fact 
which elicits the difficulty is absolutely certain ^\ The 
example given, is of this kind. 

(9) Bernoulli in loc. cit. 

(10) The £ict in the present case is this : ^' No very aneieni Greek 
Manuscript, which we have jet discovered, reads 1 John V. 7*** This 
fact is t:ertain. 



13 

The second kind of difficulties is, When the existence 
of the fact which elicits the difficulty is not absolutely 
certain, but merely presumptive. For instance : If the 
position, MMEatthew wrote his Gospel in Greek,' be con- 
troverted thus : * Eusebius writes, " It is reported that 
Pantaenus left the Gospel of St Matthew, in the Hebrew 
l^uiguage, with the Indians:" thence it is evident this 
Gospel was written by Matthew, not in Greek, but in 
Hebrew.' Now, this argument consists of a difficulty, 
and that of the second kind : for, in the first place, the 
very quaUiy of the fact here laid as its basis is doubtful : 
consequently, the presumptiveness or calculative value 
of the analogical inference (the contingerUer indicans) = ^ : 
for the Gospel left by Pantaenus mat/ have been 
that written by Matthew ; but it ma^ also have been a 
Translation, made from the Greek Gospel of this Apostle, 
by jpother hand. Secondly, Eusebius also does not 
state the existence of this fact as certain. His words 
are, " // is nported.^ 

Consequently, in difficulties of the second class, two 
calculations (viz. one which bears the analogical in- 
ference ; another, on which the existence of the fact is 
based) must be multiplied into each other, if we would 
determine the total probability of the surmise to be en- 
gendered thereby. 

And now a few remarks — which I feel to be im- 
portant—on Historical and Critical Difficulties : I say, 
on Historical and Critical Difficulties, on which many a 
fashionable Critic of our day builds his entire triumph, 
when he impugns ancient truths which he dislikes, and 
tries to say something new, in order to be stared at;-— 
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on Historical and Critical DifBcultiei, by whicb our 
lovers of innovation are so rapidly seduced from the 
straight path of Truth, into the romantic by-ways of 
Imagination. 

OBSERVATION I. 

Mere difficulties^ whether of the first or second doss, are 
not competent to refute a prt^inmtion. Still they render 
good service, in patting to test the probability of mere 
hasty critical hypotheses. 

OBS. II. 

Historical difficulties are removed, whenever we adduce 
a circumstance from History, whereby the analogical 
inference (the contingenter indicans) of such difficulties 
becomes impossible, and = 0. 

For instance : '' Unquestionably,** say those who would 
raise suspicions against the authenticity of Josephuf^^- 
timony to Christ, ^^Unquestionably Justin Martyrj^ when 
trying to convince Tryphon the Jew of the truth that 
our Jesus was the true Messiah, would have appealed 
to this testimony, had it been genuine, and in the 
writings of Josephus." This difficulty is removed, i.A 
its analogical inference (or contingenter indicans) is an-^ 
nulled, the moment we find Justin, in this famous dia- 
logue of his, expressly saying to Tryphon, that he would 
adduce no other than Bible-proofs, to convince him that 
Jesus was the Christ ; and the Jew answering, that he 
(the Jew) required none other ". 



(1 1) See my ' New Criticisms' on the celebrated Testimonj of the 
ancient Jew, Fiavius Josephus, on behalf of our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ, pp. 4?, 43, 44. 
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OBS. III. 

Historical difficulties ate weakened when we quote cir-^ 
cumstaDces from History which invalidate their ana- 
logical inference ; that is, lower their grade of proba-» 
bility. 

To illustrate by an example. The following difficulty 
is alleged against Pilate's wife having resided in Jeru- 
salem (Matt.xxvii. 19.): '^It is incredible that Pilate^ 
the Procurator, should have had his wife with him in 
the land of Judaea ; for, by an ancient Roman edict, no 
Procurator in the Provinces was allowed to do sa" 
This difficulty is weakened* that is, the inference fi*om 
the law referred to is invalidated, and its grade of pro- 
bability lowered, when we shew, that Severus Ccecina was 
not listened to when he attempted lo revive this edict, 
about twenty-one years after the birth of Christ; and 
Ihat^ some years previously, both Germanicus and Piso 
had their wives with them in Syria. 

OBS. IV. 

Hence we can praise an Historical truth cornpletefyy though 
we are unable to remove^ or weakeny all the difficulties alleged 
against it, 

I shall illustrate this also, by an example. I can 
prove, that in the times recorded by Herodotus and 
Thucydides the Romans were already a warlike people, 
and known to the Greeks ; notwithstanding my incom- 
petence radically to remove the difficulty why neither 
of these Historians mention them. I can prove that 
the Christians, in those periods of the History of the 
Emperors recorded by Herodian, had attracted much 
public attention, by their religion, and the persecu- 



tions which they underwent* Yet Herodian makes no 
mention of them whatever. Why did he not, seeing he 
had such frequent opportunity ? This difficulty I cannot 
remove. But does it follow thence — I mean firom He- 
rodian's silence — that the statements of other credible 
Historians concerning the Christians of that period must 
be false, or at least doubtful ? By no means. 

And now two examples more ; which are better auiled 
to the nature of this my Synodical Lecture. 

1st: I can prove, that in the time of Cicero there 
was a verse in Homer which described Laertes manui^ 
mg his fields *l But the difficulty, ' Why that verse is 

(12) The citation in Cicero, to which I allude, is found in De 5p- 

neotute^ cap. xv. ; viz. '' Homerus Laertem lenientem deside- 

rium, quod capiebat e filio, colentem agrum et eum §tereorarUem hiaV 

This citation presents many similarities and parallelisms to that of 
Cyprian, concerning 1 John V. 7. ; viz. (a) A Latin, who undentood 
Greek, quotes something in Latin from Homer. (6) The idea of what 
he quotes (I mean, manuring a field) was known in Homer*8 time* 
(c) No one Manuscript of the Original Text, now extant, reads what 
Cicero has quoted, (d) We are informed that the early Critica ez« 
punged certain verses in Homer, as spurious. But there is no such 
account of this verse, (e) Except Cicero, we meet none of the An* 
dent Greek or Latin Authors who quote this verse. (/) Other pas- 
sages which Tully quotes from Homer we still read in the works of 
that ancient poet, {g) We do not possess a single Manuscript of 
Homer, of the times of Cicero. All ours are much later, (h) Homer 
was an author whose writings were diligently read by all the Litenli 
m Qcero's days, and subsequently, (i) Cicero's writings were almost 
universally known among the Latins : &c. &c. &c I could wish 
therefore that a Heyne, a Harles, and other great Critics, would still 
submit this quotation of Tully, from Homer, to the test of criticism. 
Th&i labours might be most serviceably applied to the controversy on ' 
1 John V. 7 : though Cyprian's quotation, as I shall prove in this 
Lecture, has much, very much more, in its &vour, than Tully*s. 
Similarity of cases may be employed with as much advantage in criti- 
cism, as similarity of triangles in Mathematics. 
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wanting in all the Manuscripts of this ancient Poet 
which have come down to us/ I cannot remove. 

Sdly; The passage^ riV9a0e ^vt/Mi rpairt^'^at^ was un- 
questionably in Manuscripts of the New Testament in 
the Sdy 4tb9 and 5th centuries ^. Yet it is wanting in all 
Manuscripts of the Original Text, and all Versions, 
which have escaped the ravages of time. Whence is 
this ? — I cannot tell. 

In a word : When I confute the objections of my adver- 
sary, I convince him : but if I also remove his difficulties^ 
I strengthen the weakness of his conviction. The former 
terminates his contradiction ; the latter his suspicion. 
The former is necessary ; the latter only useful. The 
former lays the foundation of truth ; the latter eluci- 
dates it 

I deemed it necessary, Reverend Brethren, to remind 
you of these principles ; because, in the controversy in 
which I have engaged, it has become almost the fashion 
with our opponents to have recourse to difficulties, instead 
of obfedians* 



(13) Respecting this passage, I refer, for brevity sake, to Suicer 
(Thesaur. Ecdes. T. II. p. 1281); Cotelerius (ad Apost Constit. lib. ii. 
cap. 36) ; and Fabricius (Cod. Apocryph. Nov. Test T. I. p. 300) ; &c. 
Thus Cyrillus Alexandrinus, in cap. iii. lesaise, says : 'O irweros 
aitpWKn\Sy KoBearep Hoicifios Tpoircfrnjs, ctcrSexcroi /ncv ro irc^wicos ctf^Xciv, 
jcoroiu/BSiyXffuct 8c, KoBear^p ti irapaffTifWV vofiMTfiOj to /joi odrots €X^v» Toiov- 
roy Tt KM d fAOKopios IlavXos ^ftfirC TtPtffOc ^povitun rpax€^irai, 'K-avra 
Soici^iai'crc, to koXw Kartxcrt, airo iropros ctSovs iron\pov tnr€X^^' ^^ 
like manner, Cyrillus, lib. iv. cap. v. in Johannem ad v. 12. cap. vii. & 
lib. I. adv. Nestorium. From all these passages it is perfectly evident 
that the Presbyter of Alexandria read these words, Tty^ffBe <ppopiftoi 
rpairtiVrac, in 1 Thess. Y. 21. Where are the Manuscripts in which 
they were (and perhaps still are) extant ? 

c 
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I could wish to be favoured with your opinion whe- 
ther I have succeeded or failed in my undertaking, when 
you shall have read and pondered my '' new criticisms 
an passages of the Fathers hitherto overlooked^ and newly ^dis' 
covered Manuscripts^^* which I now proceed to lay before 
you. 



\ 



NEW CRITICISMS 



UPOV S03fE 



TESTIMONIES OP LATIN FATHERS, 

COKCERNINO 1 JOHN, V. 7. 



c2 



CYPRIAN. 



Tascius CiGciLius Cyprianus^ bishop of Carthage> 
flourished in the fonner half of the 3d century. About 
the year ^1, he wrote his celebrated Treatise De UnittUe 
EcdesuB ^\ In that work, he says: 

'* Dicit Dominus, Ego et Pater unum sumus. Et iterum, 
de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto scriptum est, Et hi tres 
unum sunt.'* 

He must therefore have read the clause 1 John V. 7. 
in his New Testament 

" No !" it win be said, " No ! He only read in his 
copy the words ^ El hi tres unum mni; and these he took 
firom the 8th verse : but the subject of this predicate 
quoted by him — ^I mean the words, 'the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Ghost*—* these did not exist in \&i 
Bible, but in his imagination. In short, he discovered, 
mystically, the three Persons of the Godhead, in the 
three words of the 8th verse, * spirit, water, and blood.' " 

Nothing of the kind, however, appears in the words 
of Cyprian. Allow me then to ask. How do you know 
it ? ** Oh ! because he is sometimes apt to allegorize.'' 
Granted. But does he ahoays allegorize, when he quotes 



(14) Facundus calls this book, De Trimtate. In a few editions it 
bean the title, De SimpUdkUe PrakUorum, Cyprian also quotes the 
words ' Tres unum sunt,* in his Letter to Jubaianus. 
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passages of Scripture ? ' Certainly not always.' Well, 
then^ I should think it was quite necessary to prove in 
the present instance, in the passage quoted, that he 
actually allegorized the 8th verse, and had it in view in 
this citation. Do we find any traces in his writings to 
confirm this surmise, or at least render it in some de- 
gree probable ? Perhaps, when he quotes passages of 
Scripture in an allegorical sense, he uses the same for- 
mtda of citation which he adopts in the passage before 
us ? No ! he does not. Nay, when he uses this for- 
mula, the subject as well as the predicate expressly 
stands in the Text, and he specifies particularly what 
the subject signifies, taken in an aDegorica) sense. I 
shall be more explicit. In his 69th Epistle (Bremen 
Eklition 1690), which begins with the words ^ Pro tua 
religiosa diligentia^ conmluisH medioerUaiem natiram,* he 
quotes Exodus xii. 46. precisely in the same manner as 
he does in the passage under consideration. These ^fe 
his words : 

^' Cum OB Sacramento paschs ei agni, qui ngnu$ CkfiMum 
dmgnait sceiptum sit. In domo una comedetur, non ijidtis 
de domo carnem forib." 

Here we perceive, 

1. He uses the very same formula of quotation which 
he does in the passage before us, ' cie. • • scriptum uU' 

2» The subject (jxucha et agnus), as well as the predi- 
cate (tn domo una comedetur^ non ejicUis de domo cammm 
foras)y are found verbatim in the Text. 

3. What he understands mysticaUy by tiie pascka 
and agnuSf he particularly specifies, viz. *^i agmu 
Christum detignaC 
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Therefore, if he had quoted the 8th verse allegori- 
caUji he would have said, according to his custom : 

** Et iterum, db spiritu^ et aqua, et sanguine, ques Patrem^ 
FUium^ et Spiritum Sanctum deiignani, scriptum bst, Et hi 
tres unum sunt" 

Would he not ? 

In short, in every passage which he cites as allegorical 
proof y he first quotes the Text literally^ and then states what it 
signifies mystieaOy, If an example be wanting, observe 
how he quotes and explains Canticles vi. 8 ; '* John xix, 
23, 24; '• Joshua xi. 18 ; " &c. 

Hence, his method and manner of quoting passages 
according to the mystical sense evidently infer the very 
contrary of what our opponents assert. The mode of 
quotation which they ascribe to Cyprian is completely 

(15) D§ UnUaie EedeiitB s viz. '^UnamEoclesiam etiam in Cantico 
Canticorum Spiritus Sanctus ex persona Domini designat et didt : 
Una est eoiumba mea, perfecta mea, una est matri suae, electa geni- 
tridsiue.*' 

JSpiit, LXix. he quotes the same text thus : ^' Quod autem Eocle- 
sia una sit, declarat in Cantico Canticorum Spiritus Sanctus ex per- 
sona Christi, dicens: Una est columba mea, perfecta mea, una est 
matri suae electa genitrici suae." 

(16) De Unitate Ecclesus ; viz. *' Hoc unitatis sacramentum, hoc 
vinculum concordiae, inseparabiliter cohaerentis, ostenditur, quando in 
Evangelio tunica Domini Jesu Christi non dividitur, omnino nee scin- 
ditur, sed sortientibus de veste Christi, quis ipsam potius indueret, In- 
tegra Testis acdpitur, et incorrupta atque individua tunica possidetur. 
Loqui^r et didt Scriptura divina : De tunica autem quia de superiori 
parte non consutilis, sed per totum textilis fuerat, dixerunt ad invicem : 
*" Non scindamus illam, sed sortiamur de ea, cujus sit.' " 

(17) EpisU LXIX. ^'Quod item circa Rahab, quae ipsa quoque tjpum 
portabat Ecdesiae, expressum videmus ; cui mandaCur et dicitur : 
Patrem tuum et matrem tuam et fratres tuos et totam domum patris 
tui colliges ad te ipsam in domiun tuam, et omnis qui exierit ostium 
domus tuae for^, reus erit.** 
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the reverse of bis usual habit. Now, I should think 
that Cyprian ought to be explained by Cyprian. Ought 
he not? 

But perhaps modes of expression occur elsewhere in 
his writings^ in some measure, if not entirely, to support 
the opinion of our adversaries. 

I answer, No ! nor have our adversaries themselves 
ever asserted there were. Jn order to pve their opi- 
nion the fairest play, I have read Cyprian through and 
through, with the most minute attention ; but I have 
not found any thing that could, in the least, lead one to 
suppose that the Bishop entertained any mystical views 
respecting 1 John Y. 8. 

How then did this fancy enter people's heads ? 

" Oh ! *' we are told, ** It is no fancy, but a well-founded 
historical truth. Facundus, a celebrated African bishop, 
so early as the 6th century, undeceived the world re- 
specting this quotation of Cyprian; and informed 
posterity that the bishop of Carthage did not quote 
1 John y . 7. but 1 John Y . 8. In his book Pro D^mukme 
Trium CapUuhrum^ 661. cap. ill. he says : 

^* Johannes Apostolus, in epistola sua, de Patre et Filio et 
Spiritu Sancto, dicit,Tres sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, 
spiritus, aqua, et sanguis ; et hi tres unum sunt. In spiritu 
significans Patrem, in aqua vero Spirltura Sanctum, in san- 
guine Fillum. Quod Johannis Apostoli testimonium beatus 
CypriamiSy Garihaginensium Antistes et Martyr, in epistola 
sive libro quern de Trinitate scripsit, de Patre, Fuio, et 
Spiritu Sancto intelligit. Ait enim : Dicit Dominus, Ego et 
Pater unum sumus ; et iterum, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu 
Sancto scriptum est, Et hi tres unum sunt.'' 

" What need we further testimony ?" 
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It seems, theni that Facundus is the maiii the solitary 
witness, from whom we are to learn what Cyprian in* 
tended in his quotation, three hundred years before. 
Assuredly Facundus was no Pope ! — Suppose he were 
fallible ? Suppose I contrast his testimony with that of 
Cyprian himself? Suppose I quote a passage from 
Cyprian, in which he tells us, expressly, that it is eon- 
trary to Scripiure, and therefore it never occurred to him, 
to discover the Three Persons of the Godhead in the 
8th verse ? In that case, Facundus, the retailer of anec- 
dotes, would dwindle into an insignificant Legendary. 

The passage I allude to is as follows; viz. — Cyprian, 

in his 36th Epistle, which begins with the words, ** Quan- 

quam sciam, firater carissime,'* says : 

** Quatkicunque autem aqua $ola in scripturia sancHB no- 
mmatur, baptisma pradicatur.'* 

Upon which he quotes passages to prove his position ; 
and concludes, 

^' Nee argumentis plurimii opus esU frater carissime^ ut 

prohemUS iPPBLLATIONE AQUiB BAPTISMA 8IONIFICATUM S£M« 
PER ESSE, ET SIC NOS INTELLIGBRE DEBERG." 

Cyprian therefore declares it to be umer^piural for any 
one to believe that im^, in the Bible, occasionally re-^ 
presents a Person of the Godhead. Could the venerable 
Father have spoken more plainly than he here speaks t 
— as if announcing to posterity, *' Should an African step 
forth, three hundred years after my death, and try to 
persuade you that I allegorized the Persons of the God- 
head from 1 John V. 8 ; and understood the water to mean 
the Holy Ghost, or any other divine person, believe him 
not ! " Verily, as matters stand, Facundus cuts no very 



i 
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respectable figure as a witness !— But how did such a 
notion enter the man's head! Heaven only knows! 
Meantime, it seems — at least to me— that the old answer 
is still the best; viz. He read our dUpuied ekmte in 
Cyprian : on the other hand, he did not find 1 John V. 7. 
in his own Bible, but only the 8th verse: therefore he 
saw no better way of maintaining Cyprian*s credit, dum 
telling the world, that the bbhop's quotation was allego- 
rical, and taken from the 8th verse. 

This, I think, would suflSciehdy prove that Cjjimn 
read 1 John Y . 7. in his New Testament. 

But it may be said, ''You have not yet removed the 
difficulties which are alleged." For it is with wars 
carried on upon paper, as with wars carried on in the 
field : if a man cannot slay his enemy, he tries to throw 
difficulties and hindrances in his way. — ^Now, what are 
the difficulties in our case ? These : '' How," sajrs an 
avowed opponent of our passage, '' how will you explain 
the word conJUOur^ found in the following important 
extract from Fulgentius, unless Cyprian took his ^tm 
unum sunt' firom the 8th verse, and transformed die 
spirit the water, and the blood, into Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost ? Observe :•— Fulgentius says ^' : 

" In Patre ergo, et Filio, et Spiritu Sancto, umtatem sub- 
stantiffi accipimus, personas confimdere non audemus, Beaius 
enim Johannes Apostolus testatur, dicens: Tres sunt, qui tes- 
timonium perhibent in coelo. Pater, Yerbum, et Spiritus ; et 
tres unum sunt. Quod etiam beatissimus Martyr Cyprianus, 
in epistola De UnitateEcclesiae confitetur, dicens : Qui paeem 
Christi et cbncordiam rumpit, adversum Christum facit, qui 
alibi prster ecclesiam colligit, Christi ecclesiam spargit ; atque 



(18) In his work, Contra Ananot, 
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ul unam eecleaiain unius Dei esse monstraret, hsec con- 
festim testimonia de Scripturis inseruit : Dicit Dominus, Ego 
et Pater unum sumus ; et iterum, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu 
Sancto scriptum est, £t tres unum sunt." 

Now what does our opponent say of this passage ? 
He asksy 

*' What is here meant hy cori/Uetur ? That John wrote these 
words, ' Father, Word, and Holy Ghost, and these Three are 
One? ' If they were actually read in the Epistle of St. John, 
would Falgentius have said corifitdur ? On the contrary, as 
Uie mystical exposition De Triniiate was somewhat far- 
fetchedy therefore the authority of such a man as Cyprian 
was highly serviceahle." 

{ reply^: Supposuig — ^though I do not grant it>-— that 
the Bishop of Ruspa had thought exactly as the Doc- 
tor makes him think : he would then rank, in our con* 
trCiveTsy, on a line with Facundus; and we should 
regard the evidence of diese two Africans with utter 
indifference, being convinced of the contrary. But did 
Fulgentius actually think as his Interpreter would have 
him think ? Let us see. The Doctor assumes, in his 
Sxplanatory hypothesis, that Fulgentius did not read 
1 John V. 7. in his copy ; — that he first became ac- 
quainted with this testimony of John by the allegorical 
quotation in Cyprian. I answer: Had he become 
acquainted with this testimony of John solely and ex- 
clusively by Cjrprian's treatise, he would, I imagine, 
have quoted it as Cyprian did. But his quotation runs 
quite differently. The expression ' in cobIo ' was not in 
the allegorized 8th verse, which he is said to have 
adopted on the authority of Cyprian, as a proof of the 
Holy Trinity ; for Facundus says, expressly, that the 
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words in that verse were * in terra.* The hypotheoBf 
therefore, obscures what it was intended to elucidate. 
The Doctor is aware of this contrast : and therefore 
attempts to prop up his tottering surmise hj a new 
fancy. He says, " Fulgentius, to make himself intel- 
ligible, subjoins, of his own accord, * in eoeh* to the 
word Father, which refers to the clause * Tku U n^ 
beloved San.' On the other hand, Facundus comiects 
' in terra with the word spiritus; because he understood 
spirittu to mean the aqua, toaterf or the baptism of CShriit, 
on which occasion the Father proclaimed with a yoioe 
from heaven to earthy ^ This is my beloved Son.' *' 

This, then, is to solve the enigma, why Fulgenthis 
gives ' in coelo,' while the allegorized Text reads * m tmmu* 
I might expatiate in reply to all this — ^particularly to 
the notion, that Facundus understood the spmtmB of the 
8th verse to mean water, or the baptism of Christ* 
How does this harmonize with his own words, ' In spi^ 
ritu significans Pairem ; in aqua vera, Spiriium Saneium*f 
But, briefly and fdrly, how will the Doctor prove that 
his thoughts were also Fulgentius's ? The onus of tfiis 
proof still rests with him. The hypotheses, which he 
here accumulates, are most extraordinary. Thewoid 
Spiritus stands in the Text, and, according to the testi- 
mony of Facundus's authority, is to signify waters and 
this water indicates the baptism of Christ; and this 
baptism represents the Father, exclaiming from heaven 
to earth. This is my beloved Son!!! Thus he thrice 
christens the meaning of the word spiritus in the Text, 
and twice mystifies the first mystical meaning! ! Verily, 
no mystic has ever gone such lengths ! And why has 
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the good Doctor done so? In order to mask the false - 
bearing which he gives the word conjUeAvfr. Now what 
is the true one? It is this: 
Fulgentius says**: 

^' In Patre ergo, et Filio, et Spiritu Sancto, unitatem sub- 
stantia acclpimus, Personas confundere non audemus." 

This was the doctrine of Orthodox Christians respect- 
ing the Holy Trinity. He proves this doctrine from 
the testimony of St John: 

" Beatus enim Johannes Apostolus testatur, dicens : ' Tres 
sunt qui testimonium perhibent in coelo^ Pater, Verbum, et 
Spiritus ; et tres unum sunt.' '' 

Doubtless, therefore, Fulgentius read 1 John Y, 7. 
in his New Testament. He then proceeds: 

*' Quod etiam." Whicik^ (namely, the unanimity of Or- 
thodox Christians in the doctrine of the Trinity, of which 
he had just spoken,) is confessed by Cyprian also, and on 
the same grounds^: 

'' Beatissimus Martyr Cyprianus, in eplstola De Unitate 
EIcdesiflB, confitetur, dicens : ' Qui pacem Christ! et concor- 
diam rumpit adversus Christum facit ; qui alibi praBter eccle- 
dam coUigit, Christ! ecclesiam sparg^t.' Atque, ut unam 
ecclesiam unius Dei monstraret '^ hsec confestini testimonia 



(19) Fulgentius, in his Book Centra Arianoa, ad fin. 

(90) Whoever has read Fulgentius, knows that he is wont to quote, 
in his Doctrinal theses, the testimony and agreement of the Ortho- 
dox Fathers who lived before him. See his Book Ad Monmum, and 
his Reapimaiones ad Ferrandum Diacanwn ,* also the parallel passage 
lib. II. ad Trasimundum regem, cap. xvi. ^' Probante Domino, et di- 
cente," &c. &c. very relevant to our subject. 

(91) This Unity of the Church rested on the agreement of Chris- 
tians in the correct doctrine of the Holy Trinity. Cyprian expressly 
says so, in his Epistle to Jubaianus : ^ Si eundem Pairem, etmdem Fi- 
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de Scripturis inBeruit : 'Didt DominuB* Ego ct Pater unom 
sumus : et itenim^ de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto aeiqp- 

tum est, Et tres unum suni.' " 

And now, let us leave the field of battle; and advance 
a few steps. 

Fulgentius quotes the words, ** Tres aunt qui testi- 
monium perhibent in ccbIo, Pater, Yerbum, et Spi- 
ritus ; et tres unum sunt/' as the express words of the 
Apostle John: consequently they stood in his Latin 
Version. But may he not also have read them in the 
Greek, in the Original Text i 

It may be replied, '' Who can tell that? Did Ful- 
gentius understand Greek ?** 

I should think he did. He was even extraordinarily 
proficient in that language. He spoke it with great 
fluency, purity^ and elegance. Nay, it seems to have 
been his favourite study : for, even when a boy, he had 
committed the entire of Homer to memory. Is it likely 
that such a man, disputing against the Arians, and con- 
fronting them with passages of Scripture, should never 
have consulted the Original Text ? Could he be guilty 
of such imprudence as to combat his opponents with 
Scripture-testimonies, which were not existent in the 
Original Text? No Council had, as yet, invested any 
Latin Translation with the authority of the Original 
Text. Then let us be reasonable, and think of Fnlgentiiu 
reasonably and fairly, as we are wont to think of Jerome 



Humt eundem Spiriiwn Sanctwn^ eandem ecdesiam confitentur nobiscum 
Patripaisiani, Anthropiani, Valeiitiniaiii, Appelletiani, Ophite, Mar- 
eionitee, et ceterae hereticorum pestes et gladiis et venenis subyatentes 
veritatem, poteti illio et bapHsma unum esse, H est et fides una.** 
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in similar cases. When Jerome opposes the Heretics 
with passages of Scripture, no one doubts, for an instant, 
that they stood in his Greek copy, though he only quotes 
them in Latin. And why? "Oh!" we are told, "Why 
ask such a question ? The man understood Greek." 
Be it so : our Bishop itf Btupa understood it as well : 
aye, and better. May not, therefore, the quotation in 
Fulgentius be justly alleged as a proof that 1 John V. 7. 
stood in Greek copies of the 0th and 6th centuries ? I 
think it may ; not only for the reasons already assigned ; 
but my opinion is further justified by a discovery which 
I have made in the Works of Fulgentius, of which I 
shall speak hereafter. 

We come to the last struggle of our opponents. It 
consists of a fiunt d^ffieulfy, which they have ransacked 
from the writings of Augustin : — 

** If we allow," say they, " that Cyprian was acquainted 
with the clause 1 John V. 7. then surely Augustin also must 
have been acquainted with it : for he had read the very work 
of his countryman, in which, according to your allegation, 
this clause is quoted^. Now, peruse his writings from be- 
ginning to end : no wh«ne will you find the smallest trace 
that Augustin was acquainted with 1 John V. 7." 

It may be so ! But to what purpose is this remark ? 
It it that we must thence infer, " Because Augustin has 
not quoted this text, therefore Cyprian, whom he had 
read, could not have quoted it?" Woe to poor Cy- 
iman'a writings, if this conclusion be legitimate ! How 
many things did Augustin read in Cyprian which he 
never quoted! Be so good, then, as to prove to us the 
noeeniiif that the bishop of Hippo must have quoted, in 

_ . IP I . .1 . , f m t ^— ^— ■ I 

{^9) Contra Cretconium Donatiatam, lib. ii. cap. xxxiii. 



i 



32 

his own Works, all the passages of Scripture which he 
found in those of the bishop of Carthage. 

'* But this text was obviously advantageous to him, in 
combating the enemies of the Holy Trinity ; Why then 
did he never use it ? He must either have been ignorant 
of it; or regarded it as suspicious, or even interpolated.** 
-—All this may be so ; even if he were convinced that 
Cyprian quoted 1 John V. 7. But it never can follow 
that Cyprian must have been as ignorant or as suspi- 
cious as perhaps Augustin was. 

Further, it is asserted, and as of ponderous weight 
against our opinion : " Augustin, as you must be aware, 
in his second book against the Arian Maximin, explains 
1 John V. 8. mystically, and finds in it the Holy Trimty. 
Undoubtedly, therefore, he must have been convinced 
that Cyprian, whom, as you know, he had read, grounds 
his expressions, ' Et iterum, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu 
Sancto scriptiun est, Et hi tres unum sunt,* on the 8th 
verse." 

What an inference ! So, because Augustin allegorises 
the 8th verse, it is evident, thence, that he mtiti have 
thought Cyprian to have done the same ! How this 
^mu9i* follows, I cannot exactly see. Poisibfy Augustin 
did think so ; but where is the proof that he aduaOlj^ 
thought, or must have thought so ? Augustin never 
notices, for a moment, one syllable of Cyprian's (whose 
writings on the subject he had read), in the passage 
where he retails his allegories on the 8th verse. And, 
inverting the argument, if Augustin had read the 
works of Cyprian with attention and memory, he 
never could have stumbled upon this notion; as we 
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have already proved. And, granting that he had, you 
surely cannot expect us to follow his errors^ in oppo- 
sition to our own convictions. But let us now change 
places, and ask you in return : 

Is it then aJiready perfectly ckar^ free from all douift, and 
alfwhitefy certain, that Aiigustin, in all his Worksy has never 
tahen any notice qflJohnV. 7. i 

Of course you have done yourselves what you ad- 
vised us to do; ue. read through all Augustin. If so, 
you will recollect a passage ^^ where he says» 

*' Deus itaque summus et verus, cum Verbo sue et Spiritu 
Sancto, qiuB tria unum sunt,'* 

Does not this passage distinctly betray its origin? 
I mean the text of John, ^^ There are three that bear 
witness in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
Ghost ; and these three are one,*' 

** Oh ! but," you answer, " this conjecture is only 
tenable, or even plausible, as long as the passage is 
viewed separately, and not compared with that already 
adduced to you from Augustin s polemic treatise against 
the heretic Maximin. From that, it seems to us clear 
as the sun, that Augustin had the 8th verse in view, 
when he used the words ^ qute tria unum suntj" " 

Now we think quite the reverse. This very passage, 
wherein he combats Maximin, confirms us in our 
opinion, that he took his *tres unum sunt,* which he 
submitted to Marcellus, not from the 8th, but from 
the 7th verse. And why? Because the meaning 



(33) Be Civitate Dei ad Marcellum, lib. v. cap. xi. I need not re^ 
mind you, that the word Detis is here used, viroararucws, for Ucemp, 
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which-he affixes to the words of the 8di Tcne, ''im 
umtm sunt,* in the dispute with Mmrimin^ he aimoaiices 
as a mere probleniy in which he leaves every one at 
liberty to differ from him: he only prohibita hete- 
rodoxy '^^ On the contrary, the ' iria mtmm mmi^* wUch 
he quotes in his Cwkxu Dn^ he proposes not as a 
problem, but as indisputable tmdi — as a very ariont 
NoW| could such a man as Augustin, who so strenuonsly 
cautioned all Theotogiaas not to confound mere proba- 
bilities with ascertained truths'* — cotdd a man of sndh 
prudence so completely forget himself and hb prin- 
ciples, as to assert categoricaDy, that thesis namelyi 



(24) Contra Maximinum Arianum, Ub. ii. cap. xxn. g S. Aa- 
gustm, after propoong his all^orics on 1 John ▼. 81, aaya: ^ S qua 
autem aiio modo, tanti sacnunenti ista profiindiUH, quae in i^nalatt 
Johannia legitur, exponi et intettiffi potest secundum cathdicam fidem, 
que nee confundit nee separat Trinitatem, nee abnuit tres penonas, 
nee diTenas credit esse substantias, nuUft mtione rtsputndiim ert. 
Quod enim ad ezercendas mentes fidelium tf» 9enptmis mmeUi cbmmri 
pomhtry gratulandum est, si nnUHs modis non tamen innpienter ez« 
ponitur.** 

(25) The passage relevant to this point we hare ahEeadj qoated, is 
Note 2. 

To quote the proposition, ^ Tria unum tuni^'* in his book De ChUaU 
Deij was contrary to his principles ; for he sajs (Contn Donatislui, 
▼ulgd DeUnitate Ecdesise, § 9), '^ Sic et iUa interim seponenda sunt, 
quae obscur^ posita et figurarum velaminibus inroluta, et secundum 
nos et secundum illos possunt interpretari. Est quidem acutonim 
hominum dijudicare atque discemere, quia ea probabiliua intecpaMMU* 
Sed nolumus in has ingeniorum contentiones in e& caussft, quae popu- 
los tenet, nostram disputationftm committere.** 

As the books Contra Maximinum were written subsequently to diat 
De Civiiaie Dei^ possibly Augustin considered 1 John V. 7. authentic, 
when he wrote the latter ; but altered bis opinion afterwards, when 
he was composing the former. This case reversed was actually 
Luther^s. I shall allude to it hereafter. 
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Ihe Fhihet, the Word, and the Holy Ghost, are one, 
from an arbitrary afllegorical interpretation of a Scrip- 
ttnre textj of which interpretation he himself says, that 
it is merely possible, and a problem? 

That is the difficahy-^note it well ; and understand 
us- no further than we wish to be understood : it only 
purports to she^ you, how itnprobable is i/our conjecture, 
acrid how probable ours; namely, ^that it cann<H be 
affirmed, as a pasUive aertainty^ that Augustin, in all his 
Works, has never talen any notice of 1 John V. 7. 
and was whotfy unacquainted with that text/' If his 
Commentary on the Fil'St Epistle of John, still extant, 
had reached as far as this passage, we could then 
more certainly determine whether he was acquainted 
with ii; ; at least at the time he wrote that Exposition. 

And now a few words more respecting Cyprian. 

Cyprian understood Greek. He read Homer, Plato, 
Hermes Trismegistus*', and Hippocrates^. He main- 
tamed an Epistolary Correspondence with the Teachers 
of that Church: nay, he translated into Latin the Greek 
Epistle written to him by Firmilianus, bishop of Cae- 
sarea. His great Master, whose principles he fol- 
lo^red— I mean TertuUian, a man who likewise under- 
stood Greek— enjoins us to keep before our eyes the 
Original Text of the Apostolic Epistles ; and him- 
self frequently appeals to the ancient Manuscripts. 



(96) This is evident, from his book De Idolorum Vanitaie. His 
Lrfitin style also occasionally Grsecizes. 

(97) CyprianL Epistol. lxtx. 

D 2 
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Now, could such a man as Cyprian, when proving the 
elementary truth of Chrbtianity, have quoted, as a text 
of the Bible, a passage not extant in the original ? Cre- 
dtti JudcBus ApeOa f It might easily have happened, that, 
in passages where the Latin had a few Readingrvarj^g 
from the Original Text and of no particular importance, 
he quoted according to his — ^what shall I call it ? — lialk, 
or African Version. Still, there is a great difference 
between the authenticity of an entire sentence, and that of 
tifew readings in that sentence : the latter may be easOy 
overlooked by one conversant with the Original Text; 
the former, never. To illustrate this :— A man skilled 
in coins may hastily take a ducat as perfect, which 
wants a few grains in weight: but it is extremely 
improbable that he could mistake a piece of leaden 
money for a real ducat, merely because it has the co- 
lour and impression of one. Hence I have laid down 
for myself the following rule : Whenever an ancient 
Latin Father, who understood Greek and held it to 
be the language of the Original Text, quotes a passage 
of the Bible, in Latin, which is wanting in all those 
Greek Manuscripts yet come to hand, it is in the highest 
degree probable that he must have formerly read that 
passage in Manuscripts of the Original Text, now 
lost*^ Is it not so ?— This, then, is the reason why I con- 

(28) That this rule is a safe one, experience teaches. For in- 
stance: Fulgentius, of whom I have already spoken, quotes a 
passage, '^ Qui solvit Jesum &c/' in such a manner, that we know it 
formerly stood in Greek Manuscripts, although it is wanting in ours:— 
And where ? In 1 John lY. 3. Further : If we ore certain that a 
Translation of the New Testament was made immediately from the 
Greek, or if we only know that its author (unless he says explicitly 

that 
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sider Cyprian s quotation of this passage so important. 
It proves, that 1 John V. 7. existed in Greek Ma- 
nuscripts of the 3d century. # 



that he follows a Translation) understood the original language, we may 
infer, with the greatest probability, that even such of its Readings as 
are not found in the present Greek Manuscripts must formerly have 
stood in some copies of the Original Text. Experience has confirmed 
this conjecture of mine^ in the case of the Gothic Version. For ex- 
ample : Luke vi. 38. bias, '^ Mitad izwis :" therefore Ulpbilas read, 
in his Original, METFHeHlSETAI vfuv, Luke ix. S8. has, *^ JVaurthun 
than a&r tho waurda :" Ulphilas therefore read EFENONTO fiera rovs 
Xoyovs. . John xiv. 16. has, " Ei Sigai mith izwis:" therefore Ul- 
philas read, Ipa H fxed* vfjuay. These three Readuigs I had vainly sought 
in preek Manuscripts, before the year 1756. But in that year when 
I discovered the Codices Guelpherbytard A and B, I then found the two 
first Readings in Cod. Guelph. A, and the last in Cod. Guelph. B. 
Both these Codices are about 160 years junior to Ulphilas's Yer. 
sion. — (See my Ulphilas.) 



NEW CRITICISMS 

UPON SOME 

TESTIMONIES OF GREEK FATHERS, 

BESPECTIKG 1 JOHN, V. 7. 
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JOHN MAUROP. 



ONE OF HIS HITHERTO UN PRINTED ORATIONS. 



J0HN9 surnamed Maurof, a Metropolitan of Euchania 
of the Uth century, wrote two panegyrics on Basil the 
Great, Gregory Nazianzen, and Chrysostom. Trans- 
scripts of them are found in various Libraries ; and, as 
&r as I can learn, they have never been printed. One 
begins with the words, 

Tpets ft* ^pos rpitivvfiov itaporpwovvt xivtimif &C. &C. ^ 

and the beginning of the other is, 

YlaKiv latavvfis 6 mv yKcimav ')(fiv<rovq &C* &C« 

There is a Manuscript Copy of the latter preserved 
in the Wolfenbuttle Library ; which, considered merely 
as Manuscrifkf merits particular attention. I shall de- 
scribe it 

It consists of eighteen leaves in 4to. On the first 
page of the first leaf is the following Inscription: — 

QUTtiacu ffci>fjMTiKfiv Tpo^^v, ouTiiffai irpo TavTtiiy xal tijv dyye' 
hmiiy, i^ ovpavoy xarafiatyovaay. av roCro 'Koin<niSy oIkbimki^ 
Oeov, fifupwni^ ovpavov, dTro^&xretq ifsroVf irp^ifAOP re xai o^ifiov. 



(29) Acta Sanctor. Junius, T.II. p. 933. 

(SO) P. Lambecii Comment, de Biblloth. Cses. lib. v. Cod. cciv. 
n. 6. p. 4. 
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ij KUTOiyef top iip^/xepop' xat o ;^oi/$ ri/juov top ouwtoVf w reu^ 
^-aouq \fivoiq ivairoOriffOfiieOa hiu <rov. irpoaayovro^ if^oiq re xai ra 
r/fiirepaf iv Xpiotca *lfi<my rep Kvpit^ rifiwv^ ^ n iol^a ei$ rov^ 
alava^ twv aicovcov, ofA^v, 

I have transcribed this passage accurately, with all its 
marks of aspiration, accents, and points : the Iota has 
always two dots over it. But to what work does this 
Fragment belong? and who is its author? Answers 
to questions of this kind are not always easy : nay, tbey 
are sometimes utterly impossible* I have been fortunate 
enough to detect the fathev-of this foundling. Great 
Patristics would think this little to boast of. Our 
Fragment contains the conclusion of a Discourse of 
Gregory Nazianzen, which has thb superscriptioiiy Ek 

Tov narepa ffuuvt^vra ita rnv ?rAi9yi}v riK X^^^^iK* Id the Co- 
logne Edition of 1690, it is the 15th'' in T. L 
Immediately under this Fragment, which occupies 

(31) This 15th Discourse of Gregory, from which our Fngment 
is taken, will he interesting and valuable to those who imrestigate 
the antiquity of our modem religious solemnities ; an inquiry whlcfa, 
especially in our days, is of great utility, and, if I mistake not, 
would be very serviceable to the Reformers of our Lituigy. The 
occasion of the Discourse was as follows: — Arianzum was a small vil- 
lage in Cappadocia Secunda, in the Prefecture of Tiberina. The fitther 
of our Gregory possessed an estate there ; and the place was within 
his episcopal diocese. His son, our Gregory, was bom there. A 
hail-storm laid waste the fields at Arianzum. The father, a pious 
man, but naturally somewhat irritable, kept silence under this ca- 
lamity, believing it a deserved punishment on the villagers, for their 
^ins. The peasants therefore applied to his son, at that time a Pres- 
byter and assistant to his father, and entreated him to perform a 
religious service on account of the hail-storm. He did so, and in a 
manner becoming a son. I mention this, to explain the title of the 
Discourse : E« rov nartpa auoironna But riiu tthifftiv rvs x«^«JV- 
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nearly half the first page, there stands a MonocotidUmi^ 
which contains a Date. 

I shall here exhibit all that I have been able to de- 
velope with perfect satisfaction, from the confused traces 
of the mutilated letters : viz. 



TOV 



(rj<a.Ky iir) twv 



j3an\iatv fifiaiv ^Av^ipovixov xai UaKouoJioyoUf 
^hj((BuiKy xai Mapiaqy xat ^hv^povixovm -^ 

The Transcriber's name, therefore, was George; 
and he finished his work in the year of Christ 1315. 

I find, in Af ontfaucon^ that the Writer of the Codex 
Colhertinus, No. 2493, was also named George : and he 
likewise says, in his Monocondilion, that he finished his 
work in the year 1315. He mentions (and very natu- 
rally) the same Princes named in ours. If we compare 
our Manuscript with his hand-writing, which Montfaucon 
caused to be engraved ^^ we perceive, plainly, that the 
same George who wrote the Martyrmm Demetrii also 
copied our Fragment. 

Enough of the first page**. — Turning over the leaf, 

(32) Palatograph, p. 68. 

(33) Palaeograph. lib. iv. cap. ix. p. 324. specim. ii. 

(34) This first page had been pasted down by the bookbinder, on 
the inner side of the cover. Some of its letters were visible through 
the outer siurface : I therefore had it detached. I mention this cbci . 
cumstance, in order to suggest to novices in the art of investigating' \ 
Manuscripts a mode of making discoveries, already announced by the 
celebrated Professor Bruns, of Helmstadt, in the Annalcs LUerarUe, 
which he edites jointly with the learned Dr. Hencken. In the second 

page 
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we find^ on the reverse, the Oration of Maurop: and this 
also was written by our George. The^hape of the 
letters is exactly the same with that we meet in the 
concluding Fragment of Gregory's, already quoted. 

And now for the Oration itself. — Its title, written in 
uncial letters with accents, appears thus : 

+ TCTY nANIEPQTA'TOY 

MHTPOnOAl'TOY EYXAITQN 
IQA'NNOY AOTOS 'EI2 TOY'S 
GEHrO'POYS KAf GEOEIAElS 'lEP + 
APXO'YS. TO'N BASI'AEION. TO'N 
rPHrO'PION. KAf to'n XPYSOTYN 
IGA'NNHN. evA:— 

On this Title I shall make three remarks : 
1st. It runs differently in other Manuscripts '\ 
2dly. The abbreviation IvA, is evXoyiitrop. We fre- 
quently meet it after the titles of Homilies, in Manu- 
scripts of the 13th and 14th centuries^. 

3dly. The sign (:-) i.e. two dots vertically with a 
hyphen, is commonly found in Manuscripts of the 10th, 
11th, 12th, and 13th centuries^. 

page of the Number for January 1782, he says, '^Caetenjlm, oro rqgoque 
Bibliothecarum Prsefectos, et peregrinatores, immo obtestor, ut non 
soliun codices rescriptos seduld excutiant manu, sed etiam t^pmiina vel 
involucra librorum manu exaratorum et impressorum attentiils consi* 
derent, immo folia ilia quae tegmini averso glutine affixa sunt.*' 

(35) Lambec Comment, de Bibl. Csesarid, lib. v. p. 4. Cod.cciv. 
n. 6. gives this Discourse the following title: Itotufyov MrrrpfnroXirov 
Evxairwv Eyiwfuov cis rovs dyioifs km OtiriF&novs rjfJMP var^tas^ BaffiX^iw 
^§9 itffyw^ rpriyopwv rov B^oKvyoy^ km Iwrnnntiv rov xpv<fo<rTOfMy, 

(36) Montf. Pakeogn lib. iv. cap. ix. p. 324. Spec. i. ii. lib. iv. 
cap. VI. pp. 303, 304. 

(37) Montf. Palaeogr. lib. iv. cap. i. p. 271. Specim. iv. cap. viii. 
p. 320. Specim. ii. iii. cap. vi. p. 308. Specim. i. ii. 
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The Oration begins thus : 

TlaXtw laioyviK o rhy yXMrrav XP^^^9 *^ iroAiv n^p ire^M- 

^ot^ ioprti* TpiTOi fUvTOi fu/v ovto^ • i^ ov tS^ /iryaAiu Katfi'npei^ 

iiravtiytfpieafuv. ^ hs duo^CjOaiyei, rcie^^a fitiiev itoppt^ nray' 

fUvoq t£v 6/jLOTifMt>Vj ayx^^Ta irov KOKtivovq avrf ovvnyayo^jLfy* 

Tivaq TovTOuq ^^V^i "^^^ ^ns oUovfuyti^ Ka^Tntipa^ rovq ivo rai/q 

TcavVf oSq ov iix^* 'ToIs ovo/MJunu fioLmhsiov* xoci Vpnyiptov^ tm 

tmna kou dyyiKoi^ Koi dv0pcairois ovofiaroi, roirr^v yap eKore^ 

pMVf Tov fuv, ioprwrafuv x^e^. TOy )e irpo rrjq ^0eq avBt^ ovv 

ilfuv iifetaijXBeVf 6 xai i^^Vfiv koi itavra j(pv<POvq, xai to itpayfiay 

^opeta Tt^ ^^tiTTri ^oxei* trpog iavrtjv €vpv$/jiM^ xai rij avrov ^otp' 

poovvTt^ ^YY^?'^ v^^jO Ttiv ivo ovvcyy vriffaa$e» fua fuv Zo^a roTq 

rpioiv i Tpia^» ei% Se oxo?ros. dperrf. etq ie dytitv^ xXovovfiivriv 

ffrnpil^oum xoci xarae^aXiffourOou r^y tvffifietav* ev epyov aAiyx- 

Tov. y^vj(jSiv fn/ntpioi, epyoi^ itatn. xa} Aoyoi^ xai rpimoi^. tntov 

^afyfuvrim iTeiffiK oi Tp€iq tov Oeov ifuyakuvav. ivitniq rijp mariv 

u% T9IV oixovftApitw imipv^aw, iirian^ raq ixxKittnoiq^ rag ffwd^eig, 

Tas rofr pMprvpotw fivrifiaq ixwrfuaav* Mtvre hu^eomjTixwTtpop* 

iwinig Tot yap o^y rovg tvepyiraq dvrnifuitfoifUVm oZroq 6 rov 

hioyov ffxonoq, tovto t^ ttpodyfuaq ifJMV to fAvanifuov* a\mi rtjs 

'JtapavffiK ^aAe^£ft>f ^ irjr60€tns* iirel ovv^ &C« &C« 

And concludes thus : 

Kai roTs ixxKtiffioug fuv^ ri/v tipfflmiv^ %v ouroui; xotreAiirerey 
4ntvTnp6iT€ fJ^XP^ iravTOi ifup he, fipafievone rhv rwv eAiriJdW' f tm- 
Tvxio^y^ iprev&tif fuv roii Xf^^'^^^^ vwotf^xoi^ ditavt<ncivrtg^ 
avToBev ie X^^^ "^^^ rrpetrfieiaiq opiyovreg, xai tfpoq iowrovq 



(38) The ISth of November, among the Greeks, was, and still is, 
sacred to bishop Chrysostom. This Discourse, as I shall hereafter 
shew, was delirered on 30th January. According to the *Hfupo\oytoyy 
the 1st January is dedicated to Basil; the 25th to Gregory; the 
27th to Chrysostom ; and on the 30th is celebrated the Commemora- 
tion of these three saints jointly. 



ev')(6pi<ntpov eXxovre^f 7vfx xai avto) ^i' SfAoiq T€ xecl Suv v/uv, 

trawft^vHTOv* rov Tpioi^. vrrip oJf ira^ >ioyoq vfu» ««j 2iM» 
epyoy xa} mtovicuffMiL. ori avrSt irpiiret Kara i^a uq t^tis 

Such is the beginning and close of the Discourse^ 
with all its marks of punctuation and accent, just as 
they stand in the Manuscript. The v and i have 
always two dots over them ; but the Iota tiuhtcriptum 
never occurs. 

On the verso of the first leaf, under the text, is 
written 

and the leaves following amount to exactly seventeen. 

I now come to the contents of the Oration. 

John Maueop (that is, Blad^Mi} was a Monk, Vtor 
fessor, and afterwards Metropolitan of Euchania, a city 
belonging to the province of Heleno-Pontus, in A«ia 
Minor. He lived in the Uth century; akid in his 
time, it is said, an event occurred which gave occasion 
to the festival on which he delivered this Oration. Let 
us hear the printed MENiEA* on the subject*. 

" The occasion of this festival," say tibey, " was as 



* [" Mbn-«um, {fUnvtuov seu Vl-nnaiov,) The title of a Work con- 
taining the prayers and hymns to be repeated in the choir, divided 
into XII volumes, according to the months of the year, for the use of 
the Greek Church. Each month occupies a volume; and for each 6Kf 
iff prescribed the office, or religious service, proper to the saint or saints 
commemorated on that day." Hoffman Lex, in voc. — (Tbaks.) ] 

(39) Acta Sanctorum Junius, T. IL p. 934. 
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follows: During the reign of Alexius^ who swayed the 
Imperial sceptre after Botoniates, there arose at Con- 
stantinople a schism between persons of rank and re- 
spectability. Some preferred Basil the Great, before all 
others. ' He speaks/ said they, * with sublimity, probes 
the very inmost recesses of nature, almost surpasses the 
angels in virtue, or at least is scarcely their inferior. His 
demeanour is striking, and has nothing earthly about it.' 
On the other band, they depreciated the godlike Chry- 
sostom, pretending that he was the reverse of afl this, 
and that men soon became disgusted with him. Others, 
on the contrary, extolled this Chrysostom, as one whose 
instructions were much better adapted to human-nature, 
who by the plainness of his address attracted every 
one, and called men to repentance: nay, they ranked 
him, in consequence of his acute understanding, above 
the great Basil and Gregory. Others again favoured 
Gregory the Theologian; as one who, in ornament 
and variety, in charm of eloquence and flowery Ian* 
guage, far siurpassed all the Greek Literati of any re- 
pute, as well as our own: these, therefore, gave the 
palm to Grregory, as did the £Drmer to Basil and Chry^ 
sostom. And thence it eame to pass, that the people 
split into parties; and some w€te called Joannites; 
others, Basilians ; others, again, Gregorians. 

" Now, while they were disputing with each other 
under these appellations, these great men appeared, first 
one after the other, then altogether — (it was no dream) 
— ^to John, bishop of Euchania (a man of station and re- 
nown, who possessed no small knowledge of Greek lite<^ 
rature, as his writings evince, but attained a still higher 
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eminence in virtue), and said to him with one accord : 
' We are, as thou seest, one in God, and no dissension 
exists between us ; but each of us, in our day, moved 
by the Holy Ghost, have confirmed the doctrines of 
the Salvation of Mankind by our writings, and pub- 
lished our religious instructions. None of us is first : 
none of us is second. If thou invokest one of us, the 
other two immediately accompany him. Wherefore, 
arise, and command the people not to quarrel on our 
account : for our wish is, that there be peace between 
the living and us who have already departed life ; and 
that concord be finally established. Assemble them on 
some day: consecrate to us a festival, as behoveth 
thee : shew them, thereupon, that toe are one in God. 
But we will not the less labour, with our combined 
energies, for the welfare of those who celebrate our 
joint Commemoration : for we believe that we possess 
some influence with God.' After these words, they 
seemed to soar to heaven, encircled with a glorious 
light ; and each called to the other by name. 

" Now this godlike man, John of Euchania, did what 
those saints enjoined him. After he had pacified the 
multitude and the parties, (for he was regarded as 
a man of acknowledged integrity,) he commanded this 
festival to be solemnized in the Church, to the glory of 
God. And now let the reader observe the wisdom of 
this man. When he found that each of the three saints 
had his festival in the month of January — Basil the 
Great on the 1 st, St. Gregory on the 25th, St. Chryso- 
stom on the ^7th — ^he appointed another festival for all 
three jointly, on the 30th ; and graced it, as became 
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these saints^ nvlth hymns, antiphonies, and panegyrics ; 
which (being delivered, I believci with their approbation) 
omitted nothing conducive to their renown, and sur- 
passed every thing of that kind ever written before, or 
that will be written hereafter.'* 

Thus far the Menaa. 

Maurop says nothing of the apparition o# the three 
saints, in this Discourse. Possibly the other, which 
I have quoted above, contains something to that effect. 
It appears, from the Menaeai||account, that Maurop 
was already a bishop, and advanced in years, when 
he delivered the panegyric : for the feast was esta- 
blished after the year of Christ 1081 ; and therefore 
the copy of this Discourse, which is preserved in the 
Wolfenbuttle Library, is above S34 years junior to the 
original. Now, as our three saints were known to the 
world as zealous champions of the doctrine of the. 
Trinity**, so the expression, ^ We are one in God*\* 
which occurs twice in the Mensean narrative, seems to 
be an allusion to 1 John V. 7 : particularly, because it 
18 here used of Three Persons, whom Maurop himself 
calls, in hb Discourse, a Tpia^ This, however, is only 
a cursory remark. Maurop, as we may readily sup- 
pose, quotes different passages of Holy Scripture, but 
seldom accurately and at full length: he commonly 
interweaves their substance into his context, or makes 
alluidons to them^'* 

(40) This appears from their writings, and also from the beginnii^ 
of MauTop^s Discourse. 

(41) The first time it ft, 'Hfuis 4v wiuv^ ws Spasy xapa r<p dcy. The 
second time, 'Ufuis h ^triuv rt^ 9€y. 

(42) I shall give several instances of this in the Appendix (A.) 

E 
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And now to come nearer the goal: now for the 
intereslmg passage. It runs thus: 

Qsoq fuv dyivvftro^ o Uatrip* 8fos Ji yevvtrro^ 6 Y/oj* x«} 
Of^5 ix^opevT^q TO UuevfiA to "Aytov. '01 AYTOI TPEE KAI 
'EI2. TO itapa^^orarov kou itatriy irA^v toTj yvn^oi% >Jxrp€tnM^ 
rwv TpioiVf ouroupiq rs xai ayvMnaym rpui fi^v \iBtp€ucrn(tt^f ^^h 
Os<h' uq iifito^n oTi fiia OcotijC Ka\ ri a\mi» ovtc tcc^ vvoora- 
ini% ivovffa t^ iauTijq ivioucf **, ovrs itaUv ixiivauq mf/awkitOvwa* 
fUvti dia TO 7rAf7dos* ccAA' o!ov dxTtva^f ofjMta^ trpofiaXXofUPii i^ 
iXtov T« irpolovffaq hoq, xal rnpovvaq cVa ro¥ nKiOv* ovihf ix^^ 
ira% iiMffopovy itXfjv ij fMvov IxotfTtiK t^v iSionfra^ oiXh ntpnroVf 
9 eXAeTTTOi'* dhKac kou ipim xai io^rif xai ivva^i xoi dya^anfTif 
hiav dxpifioiq ditoffcolt^oifaas ro i<foy fioKKoy ie to ravroTf km 
Hitaq aAA^Ao/^ ffvvov<Faq xat ffwemfuya^f us to diripavrop* {xvrh 
TOv iravToq irifuovpyoq q Tpidq. oZto% 6 Qto% 6 ifUTSpq^' ov Ao» 
ytoOriffeTOU JsTtpoq npoq avTov* ov^ eTepwq 3 ovr<w$ vepi avrov nq 
XoyitmuTO tSw ^tpovovyre^y 6p$e^, i^evpe vaffay oioy emtrnjfUKf 
irpotptrrtxii Keyerai ^wyij^^ Rai iHMxeu avrhy vaKau fiiy^ lAxa»/3 
r^ itatii avTOVf xal *ltrpaifJ^ t^ ^am^i/<^ vtt* avtoi/. farm 
ToZTa ^ ror^ Tpuriy avToi/ TOVTOtq Aocr/oetrrouV xo/ itpo<nafytrr^tk» 
e^et yap 7ravTa»$ Ttjv ^' >}$ Ta ira^Ta yeyoytv dyiay rpidiotf low 
pi$fiov% iavTij l^epaireuTuq vnocrniffai* kou fura Tti% irpoq cmmir 
avfifiovJ^y troitjaou noJity dv$pwnov% xocTa t^f iitay eutoyct ri 
xat 6fjLOt€i<nVf TToAi/ t?$ Trporipag dxpifieffTcpav xo) tret^wrripmy* 



(43) 'Eviaios is an exceedingly rare word. Maurq) uses it as an 
adjective, in one of his €^cnro<rTet\ap«c^. 'H ivma econjs, Hany*, T&f, 
xw TO nv€v/Aa ; to** Bcuri\€iov xpefffieicus, Tptiyoptov xat htayyov^ km ti}* 

t, €{airo(rr€iAaptayocantur Cantica qusedam quae erant aMomacnfiOy 
ruv ayyehwyy rov xpoHpoyuovy tov crttvpovy twv axo<rro>j»w<i ut patet ex 
Horologio. Typicum Sabse cap. ii. p. 4. ro ea^aora(rtfju>»€^a*ocr€t\aptoi^ 
KM TO ecoToietoi'. Undecim nuniero fuelunt avacrrcurifAa. Vide GL 
Meussii." — Suicer. Thesaur, in vac. (Trans.)] 
^44) Baruch iii. 36, 87. 
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Kal^a rpia rtnjq rpeTq^ on t« roaovrot, xai ort ra Trdvra Qeoeiiet^^ 
KAI TPITON, KATA THN SYlNinNOIAN, t^ ik fia^ov x«2 
reraprWf koI rns i/t^tpeia/^ ovvixTtKoy Kara t^k virep rij^ ifw 
xipaq ffotnipiatq ffirov^p' tiq ov^vi rwv vavTwv roffovrovf ocov 
Gef rs Keuuivoiq ifiiknat* Ta ^uv ovv^ x. t. A* 

Which may be thus rendered : 
** God Unbegotten, is the Father ; but Qioji Begotten, 
is the Son ; and God Proceedings is the Holy Ghost. 

THE SAME THREE ALSO ARE ONE. A mOSt WOnderful 

thing, and to all, save the true worshippers of the Three, 
a thing unintelligible and obscure ! Three Persons ; not 
Gods, but ONE God : because the Godhead also is One 
and the same; neither uniting the Substances in its Single- 
ness; nor, again, multiplied with them because of the 
Plurality; but beaming forth equal rays, like those which 
proceed from the sun, yet constitute but one identical 
sun ; having no distinction, except each his own indivi- 
duality ; no pre-eminence ; no inferiority ; but, in essence, 
glory, power, and goodness, preserving the most perfect 
equality, nay, rather identity ; and individually co- 
existent with each other, and to co-exist to all eternity. 
This Trinity is the Creator of the Uriverse : this 
is our God; and there b none to be compared with 
Him ; neither let any Orthodox Believer think other- 
wise than thus of Him. As saith the Prophet {Baruch 
iiL 86, 37} : *' He hath found out all the way of know- 
ledge, and hath given it (formerly, indeed) unto Jacob 
his servant, and to Israel his beloved :" but afterwards, 
to these Three, his worshippers and adorers. For it 
altogether behoved the Holy Trinity, by whom all things 

were made^ to be personated by a co-equal number of 

e2 
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worshippers; and, according to its counsel, again to 
create men after its own image and likeness, (a mnch 
more accurate and striking one than the first) ; and the 
Trinity (Jpta) created the Three Saints (T/mi$), diat they 
might be like unto God, 1st, in number ; Sdly, in god- 
liness; THIRDLY, in unanimUy., Nay more, Fourthly, 
and to complete the similitude, in zeal for our salva- 
tion ; which none whatever has had so much at heart 
as God and they :" &c. &c. 

In this passage there are two paragraphs in which 
the allusion to 1 John V . 7. is remarkable. 

The first is this: " God Unbegotten, is the Father; 
God Begotten, is the Son ; and God Proceeding, is the 
Holy Ghost The same Three also are One.^* In the words 
^' The same Three also are One," we are immediately re- 
minded of the Scripture Text, " These Three are One.** 

" Yes," it may be said, ** if the expression were, 
* The same three also are One, in the neuter' (cV), we 
might imagine the allusion ; but it is, * The same Three 
also are One,' in the masculine («/«)•'* 

I answer: The one (eis) evidently refers to God 
(Oeos), which word occurs immediately before and after. 
The Fathers, who expressly quote 1 John Y • 7, use the 
same mode of diction. I shall give examples below ^. 



(45) An ancient Scholium of Origen says. Km ra rpta e/f Btou 
In Cassiodorus* Complex, Canonic* Epistol, it is said : '^ Cui rei testi- 
ficantur in terrd tria mysteria, aqua, sanguis, et Spiritus, quae in pas- 
sione Bomine leguntur impleta : in ccelo autetn Pater, Filius^ et Spi- 
ritus Sanctus ; ei hi tres untu est DeusJ'* 

Likewise in the CaroH M, ad Leonem III. Epistola ad Hoisiemamj 
we find : *' Hieronymus quoque de h&c ipsi Spiritus Sancti processione 
in symboli expositione inter coebera ait : Spiritus qui a Patre et Filio 

procedit 
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I'he second paragraph is this : " The Holy Trinity;* 
says Maurop, " by creating the Three Saints, has pro- 
duced also a Triady resembling itself, and chiefly in 
unanimity." The obvious meaning of which can be 
nothing else than this : '' Just as the Three, the Father, 
the Word, and the Qoly Ghost, agree in one, so also 
do these Three Saints." But we find no text in the 
Bible which literally supports this on the part of God, 
except 1 John V. 7 : therefore, we have every reason to 
conjecture, here is an allusion to this clause. *^ But is 
that conjecture to turn the scale ?*' Have a little pa- 
tience, Reader. Let me first introduce an episode ; and 
then I will shew its preponderance more fully. 

But, previously, a few words on Maurop*s panegyric. 
In this Oration, Maurop quotes no one text of the Bible 
in express terms, to prove the doctrine of the Holy Tri- 
nity. This, therefore, removes the suspicion, that, as 
the bishop probably quoted Scriptural proofs, and yet 
omitted 1 John V. 7, he must have been unacquainted 
with that text, and consequently made no allusion to it. 
finally, the bishop was an Orthodox Greek^, and lived at 
a time when his Church was at variance with the Latin, 

1 — 1 I— -I If I I I .. _ X ■ 11 - - 

procedit, Fatri Filioque coseternus, et per omnia aequalis est. Hsec est 
Sacra Trinitas ; t.e. Pater, Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus, una est Deltas, 
et potentia una, et essentia ; u. e. Pater qui genuit, Filiusque genitus, 
et Spiritus Sanctus qui ex Patre Filioque procedit, hcec iria unus Deus 
est,"* 

(46) We perceive, even in his Hymns, the cautious orthodox of 
his Church. He ties down the expression the instant its meaning 
8eem»^ too equivocal. For mstance, in his 186th Hymn. 
'O Aoyos Tjv €P apxo ifpos top lUmpa ffupapxos. ry ^07^ Up%vixa ffvvtjv 
AAA* EK TOT FENNHTOPO^. 
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in many particulars. I entreat my Readers to bear this 
circumstance in mind, whenever they are assailed by 
the fashionable objection> '' Perhaps Haurop loHnizei 
in this allusion." 






II. 

GREGORY NAZIANZEN. 



SOME PASSAGES FROM HIS WORKS, HITHERTO OVER- 
LOOKED, AND NOT EMPLOYED IN THE CONTRO- 
VERSY ON 1 JOHN V. 7. 



Now for the promised Episode ! 

Is the expression, '^ Three are one'* — this almost unques- 
tionable allusion to 1 John V. 7 — ^found in any other 
Greek Father whatever? 

I answer. Yes ! The very man upon whose silence 
people have relied so confidently in our days, in assailing 
the authenticity of this celebrated text — even Gregory 
Nazianzen, a renowned Teacher of the 4th century — 
uses the very same expression, and in that very Dis- 
course from which men have been wont to controvert 
the existence of 1 John V. 7, in the Greek exemplars ^^. 

(47) See Wetstein's New Testament, T. II. p. 722. It would be 
worth while carefully to revise the Fathers there cited hy him ; in order 
to see, partly, whether they are really silent on the passages quoted ; 
partly, whether their silence is authority, and admissible as evidence. 
Upon the latter point, our modem Heformcrs conceive themselves at 
liberty to take very little trouble. I have censured this impropriety, 
in my Beytrdgen zur Criiik uber Johannes Offenbarung^ (Contri- 
butions to Criticism upon the Apocalypse of St. John,) pp. 13, 14; 
viz. ^ Whosoever wishes to argue fiiirly from the silence which authors 
observe respecting matters ascribed to their times, must do more than 
quote their mere silence. He must prove that his silent witnesses 
would certainly have spoken of them, if they had reaUy occurred in 

their 
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In this his 37th Discourse, which treats of the Holy 
Ghost, he says, at tlia beginning of page 508 (Cologne 
Edition, 1690) : 'EN TA TPIA Oconfri, xoi TO "EN TPIA 
rati liumiffi. Furtlier, in his 51st Discourse, which has 

the superscription Kara ATroXtvapiou 'rrpoq KA^Soi/ioy Ufisff' 

pvTtpov eTTioToAi; a\ He says, in the middle of page 739 : 

'EN yap TA TPIA, xoi ravrop rp Oeor^r^ Finally, in his 
12th Discourse, entitled Eipiivtuo^ «'• e/n rp ckwoci rmv /fto- 
va^opTotv fjLfra rtiv mtoTTtiv iroipouna rou HaTpo^ curroVf at 



thetr timei But, to apply a proof of this kind, I must neither give the 
ancients m^ world, nor transpose myself, with my modes of thinking, 
into theirs: that is dreaming, not criticising, and converting EUstofj 
into Fable. The problem for Historical Criticism is properly this : 
To find out, from the knoMrn sentiments of an author, and the nature 
of the world in which he lived, and with which he was convenmt, the 
relation which his silence bears to matters ascribed to his times ;— 
I mean, whether his silence upon the subject originated in wisdom, cun- 
ning, flattery, fear, neglect, or ignorance ; or whether the cause of his 
silence lay noi in himself, but in the subject, which had no existcnoe in 
his times.*' — A celeloited author, whom I hold in high respect for his 
erudition and philology, in his ^' New Investigations into the Apoca- 
lyi)se,*' in which he attempts to confute my ^^ BeytrSgen,** assaib the 
principle which I have advanced, as thus : *^ With such preoepti,** 
(namely, how to estimate the authority of ulence,) ** Protestants 
could have reflected but little historical light against the assertions 
of the Papists respecting the antiquity of the Mass and Transub- 
stantiation ; or the genuineness of many Works which were certainly 
spurious, e.g. the high antiquity of the symbol ' Quicunque* Slc of 
the Apostolic Constitutions; the ' Dionysius Areop.'&c. &c. But 
I will very briefly give my opinion, that there are no general rules as 
to the application of such a precept or problem.** And in this tone 
the refutation proceeds. Refutations resting on such principles, I 
shall never reply to. For whoever asserts, that the truth of a cri- 
tical maxim must only be judged of by the interests of the Pro- 
testant Qiurch, he And such is the conduct of this 

man, who certainly cannot himself be accused of having the interests 
of the Lutheran Church 
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page 204, he says, Km TA TPIA 'EN. He also thrice 
mentions the Three Di?ine Persons, with the very names, 
and in the same consecutive order in which they 
occur only once in Holy Scripture, Le. in 1 John V. 7. 

In his Opijvo^ Trepi Twv nj$ avrov ^XV^ ita$9w^ in the 113th 
verse, he says, KKKa. IIATEP, Uwrpo^ re AOros, KM 

nNEYMA ^ottvov. And in the 4Sd Discourse, Ei^ to 
ayiO¥ KtMfxay towards the end, Q IIATEP, km Aope, km 
IINEYMA TO 'AFION. And in the S5th Discourse, Wpo^ 

Ap€tayov^ km ei$ ai/rov, he sayS, at page 442, Ov 4^vaofiM ffs 
IIATEP avotpxtf ou ^evao/MU <n fiovoytve^ AOPE, oy ^tvaofAM tre 
TO nNEYMA TO 'AFION. 

Is noi ail this a very plain inHnuUhn that the bishop read 
1 t/Mn V, 7. in his Greek New Testament^ and intended an 
albuion io that passage in the expressions which he has used ? 

" No!" we are told, " not at alL" And pray why 
not? — '* Because, in the Discourses referred to, the 
bishop was vindicating the doctrine of the Trinity : yet 
neither here, nor any where else, Hoes he quote the 
clause 1 John V. 7. among his Scripture proofs. In one 
of these Discourses, indeed, he quotes the 8th verse: — 
a striking and indisputable proof that he knew no- 
thing of the 7th verse : that, on the other hand, he 
discovered the Holy Trinity, mystically, in the 8th verse ; 
and therefore borrowed from it his *EN TA TPIA, and 
his TA TPIA 'EN." 

Is all this, so dictatorially announced to the world, 
perfectly true ? — Is it true, I ask ? 

I strongly doubt that the man who affirms it has 
read Gregory with attention: or, if he has, that he 
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understands him rightly. At least, I may be allowed to 
say how / understand Gregory in this passage. 

"How, then?" 

What if I should prove the tliree following Proposi- 
tions out of his writings ? 

PROPOSITION L 

There had arisen a keen dispute between Gregory 
and some Heretics of his day, concerning the exposi- 
tion, as well as the authenticity, of 1 John V. 7. 

PROP. IL 

The venerable Greek Father never harboured the 
idea of finding the Holy Trinity in the 8th verse of the 
5th chapter of St. John's First Epistle. 

PROP. III. 

Gregory quotes 1 John V. 7. more than once, as a 
text of Holy Scripture. 

Now for my proofs. 

Gregory says, in his 37th Discourse**, " The Per- 
sons in the Godhead are one ; not only as regards that 
wherewith they are conjoined, but also as regards them- 
selves, because of the Oneness of Essence and Power: 
in short, they are o^ioovmoi" Now this Unifyf maintained 
by the Orthodox, was assailed by their opponents, who 
attempted to prove an abmrdHty and iiuxmmUmicy in the 
Orthodox doctrine of the Trinity. And what gave 

(48) Hcpi TQM *Ayu}v nvcu/iaro^ , p. 602. To 4w Ikootov canww cx« «]p0f 
TO ffvyKti^vop ovx ifrroi', i| wpos catrro, ry rovry njs ovffuu k<u nff Sura- 
fi€us. In order to illustrate this somewhat obscure passage, read what 
he says upon the same Proposition, in his 41st Discourse, Eir ro dytow 
PawTurfiOy p. G68 ; viz. Tavnjv StSce/u irayTOf, k. t. K> 
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occasion to this attack ? I answer, ^ The clausCi Three are 
one— TPIA 'EN,' " You cannot deny," said the adversa- 
ries, *^ that you understand by the 'EN, in this passage, a 
perfect equality of the whole Divine Essence^. You 
maintain further, that each Person of the Godhead is 
not a Quality, a mere relative denomination, but is 
actually self-existent ; and is, therefore,^ a separate 
Substance. — ^Now see the absurd consequences of this !'* 
How so? " Thus. By the Three (TA TPIA), the Divine 
Persons are here awapt$fiovfupoi^ that is, canmumeraiedT'-^ 
This was undeniable. But then they assumed an axiom, 
to this effect : ** Things only can be connumerated 
which are of the same essence (ra oiAoov<na^)\ those, on 
the contrary, which are nolo of the same essence (roc fin 
ojMovna) cannot be connumerated." And, Uience, they 
argued thus : ''As, in the passage ' Three are aney* the 
Persons of the Godhead are connumerated ; you must, 
noknies volenies, in virtue of our axiom and this passage, 
grant the exigence of Three Gods. — ^Wfafit absurdity ! " 

Gregory commences his refutation by controverting 
the axiom on which the objection of his adversaries was 
founded. 

'' You say,*' said he, '' if things are to be cannumeraied. 



(49) This b evident from the connection with what immediately 
foUows : for they built their whole objection on the connumerating of 
the Persons in the Godhead ; on the Three (TA TPIA); and on the idea 
of the One (TO 'EN). I have therefore unravelled the intricate argu- 
ment of the opponents, for greater perspicuity's sake. 

(50) The adversaries seem here to have taken the word 'OMOOT- 
2I02 in the erroneous sense, which was rejected by the Church in the 
year 273, at the Councils of Antioch ; according to which, there was 
no difference of the Persons. 
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tbey must be of the same essence ; and therefore there 
must be no difference between them. What absurdity ! 
Know ye not, that Numerals are merely competent to 
express the quanHty^ and not the naiuarey of the things 
whose sum they designate ? I call things Three, which 
are that many in number, though they are different in 
Essence : likewise, I call One and One and One, so many 
Units, namely. Three, when they have the same essence. 
For I look not, herein, to their essence; but to their 
quantity, which constitutes the number that I affix to 
them**." 

Now, though this was clear as the sun, and perfectly 
sufficient to confute the opponent's axiom, still Gre- 
gory strikes into another pMh : and it is very interesting, 
very remarkable. — " Well, what is it ? " — ^This. 

" Since you," says the bishop, " adhere so strictly 
to the letter of Scripture in this instance; namely, to 
the word * Three;* though you generally controvert it; 
I therefore will also adduce proof irom the same source 
(exei^ev); namely, the letter of Holy Scripture ", which 



(51) We see, therefore, that the whole dispute originated in the 
connumerating of the Persons in the Godhead ; which occurs onljr once 
in the Bible, and that in 1 John V. 7. 

(52) Orat. xxxvii. p. 603. Eirci Se Atov xepuxv^ tov ypofAfueros, km 
roi y€ wo\€fJuay TO) ypofifiari, EKEI6EN fxoi \afif ras airo8€t|cis. Tpia cptois 
'Kopoifuaii ecrriv, «. t. A. That I have rightly translated Tpofjifui^ by 
" Letter of Holy Scripture," will be seen by perusing the passage 
in p. 606 of this same Discourse. Justin Martyr uses Tpofifia in the 
very same sense. He says, in his Expositio Fidei: AW* owSc tov IIo- 
rpos e^owrtas tKarTOwrBou rov Xlov km to llveuiAa irapa rris Betas ypo^fip At€- 
fioBriKafAev, Kat vus; Akovc rov FPAMMATO^, J $e Seos ^juwv, ^ijo'i, cv t^ 
ovpay^j Kcu cTTi TTii 77}s, iroi^Ta, 6(ra TrfieKiitnvy fxoirjfff. And moreover, 
this possible signification is rendered necessary, that is real, in this 

passage, 
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demonstrates the proposition, ^ Things also can be con- 
numerated which have not the same essence, but are 
different:' " — and accordingly he quotes passages of 
Scripture, in which things of different kinds are num- 
bered together ; e. g. Prov* xxx. 29 — 31* Exod. xxxvii. 7. 
MaU. vi. 24. 

'* Good bishop," replied his opponents, '^ thou still 
understandest not all that we charge upon the clause 
' Three are one.' It is absurd ; and therefore cannot pos- 
ably be derived from the discourse of the Apostle 
John. For, of things, we can only say, * they are con-^ 
numerated, and of like essence,' when the names proper 
tothem(i.e. those resulting from the identity of their 
essence) are expressly slwd in their sums total. For 
instance. Three mm^ Three God» ; not merely indefinite 
7%ree. No sensible man thinks, speaks, or writes other-* 
wise. Away then with the &ncy, that the clause ^ Thr^ 
are oney originated with the Apostle !" 

After Gregory had, in his own way, exposed the ab- 
surdity of this new principle also, he attacks the conse- 
quence which the Heretics had inferred from this axiom, 
against the authenticity of the clause. ^^ WkaJt^ says he, 
'< Whai! — AeApasik JbAn?— shall he nt^ be the author 
of this text, because in your opinion it involves an 
absurdity**. — listen! — I will lay before you another 
passage of St John, whose authenticity you do not 



passage, not only by the EKEIOEN (which, as the sequel proves, evi. 
dentljr refers to expressions of Scripture), but also bjr the proposition, 
that the adversaries elsewhere contested the TO rPAMMA. 

(53) I cannot otherwise conceive why he hurls, with such marked 
and energetic vivacity, his TI AAI 'O mANNH2,; against his adver- 
saries. 

Solomon, 
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deny, which is conceived in the very same manner; 
namely, 1 John V. 8.^ * There are three thai bear reeordf 
the spirity the toater^ and the blood.^ What say you to that? 
Has the Apostle expressed himself absurdly here; in 
the first place, because he combines things which are 
different in essence? (For who will maintain, that 
spirit, water, and blood, are things of one and the same 
essence ?) Secondly, because he construes ungrammati- 
cally ; inasmuch as he says of three things which are 
of the neuter gender, that they are three (rpus) in the 
masculine •*?** 

Now what rational man, under such circumstanoea, 
will assert, that Gregory wi$hed to prove the exiatoice 
of the Trinity from 1 JohnV; 8 ? It is therefore dear 
as the sun that the bishop was ignorant qf Ae m^ttkal 
meaning cf the 8ih veree. Nay, I know not one of the 



Solomon, Moses, and Christ, whose mode of expression the hisiiop 
had already quoted in vindication of the clause, were held by his adver- 
saries in equally fpreat estimation with St. John $ Christ, indeed, in 
greater. Whence then the TI AAI 'O lOANNH^S ; if what I have just 
said was not the bishop^s intention ? 

(54) It Is notorious that the Arians— to which class Grq^ory's 
opponents belonged — acknowledged the authenticity of 1 John V. 7. 
August, contra Maximinum Arianum, lib. ii. cap. xxii. 

(55) The passage, Orat. xxxvii. p. 603^ runs thus: TI AAI *0 
lAANNHS ; Tpeis «iyai rovs fiaprvpovuras^ Xtywv w rats fcodoXuccut, ro 
irv€vijuif ro v$up, ro aifioy (tpa ffoi Xepeiv <l>ouvtTtu; Tlpoaroy ftcy, Sn ra 
fijj SfMovffia ffwapiBfAriaat reroXfiriKty, 6 rots ifwowruus trv 8i8w5. Ttf yap 
ay enrol ravra fuas owiasi ^^vrtpov 8c, on fiii kotoKKti^us €X»y ain|r- 
rriaery oAAo, ro rpeis apP^vucus irpoOtts^ ra rpta ovStrtpots enjytym wapa 
rovs ffovs KM rris ypofifiarucris Spovs Kai vofwvs- Kai roi ri Sio^pci, if rptis 
wpoOcvrOf 4v KOI ev jcai kv €ir€y€yK€Uf, i| iva xai lya Kai cya Xeyoyrciy lai rptis 
aX\a rpta Tpoaayoptvtw, oirep avros aita^iois eiri njs BeorTfroSm I shall 
avail myself m Appendix (B.) of the last part of this quotation, from 
/Uvrtpop to the end. 
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Greek Fathers^ though I have anxiously perused them, 
who discovered Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, in the 8th 
verse of 1 John V . I am therefore convinced, by expe- 
rience, of what honest Mill says: '' No Greek understood 
Ae 8l& verse mys^eaUy ofAe Holy Trinity :"-— an important 
maxim in criticising our disputed clause ! It deprives 
our opponents of all recourse to 1 John V. 8, when 
they meet with undeniable allusions to 1 John V. 7. in 
Greek Authors. I have also found what Mill says, in 
this respect, of the Latin Fathers, perfectly correct. 
Augustin, of whom I have spoken above, is unques- 
tiopably the Jlrst who metamorphosed the meaning of 
the 8th verse. 

Qrigen**, Ambrose, Casriodore, Pope Leo the Great, 
Bade, and others, explun it quite differently ; and much 
more naturally. 

It is therefore beyond all doubt, that Gregory did 
not take his 'EN TA TPIA, his TA TPIA 'EN, (which he 
Vindicates so sharply, as expressions of St John,) from 
the 8th verse. Nay, in citing this verse, he never once 

quotes the words, K«ei oi rpu^ u^ ro h tin. Now, would he 
Jkttfe omitted words ^ such importance to him, if he had 
grounded his TN TA TPIA upon them? Assuredly notl 
Perhaps, indeed, they were not in his copy ; and this 
would justify, or at least excuse, the cdebratsd Note ^ ^ 

(56) Origen is the first among the Greeks, to mj knowledge, who 
quotes 1 John Y. 8. In his Commentarj on the Gospel of 1 John, 
he aajB, on the words John 1. 37, 28. (p. 133. Cologne Edit. 1685.) 
Oirtn d auros ctfYt fkarrurfta tScrros icai fFytvfunos 9€ ictu alfueros, Tltpi 
Z^rov riXffVToiov ficurrurfueros, &s riy§s ^yii<ritf mf ry* Barrurfia 8^ cx« /Smr- 
Tio^qpoi, KOi w«fs awfxofMU iws 6 rov rcXco-^ir. Tovrw 8c irvft/pttvos cf tj? 
ffvi0roX]y lut^trrm I»awTyf,TO HNEYMA KAI TO TAXIP KAI TO 'AIMA, 
wrf^ao^ TA TPIA EI2 'EN FINOMENA. ^ 



St. Thomas Aquinaff^^ on 1 John V. 8. If it be said that 
Gregory did not consider them to be the words of the 
Apostle^ there is only this alternative: Either the bishop 
hifMelf first invented this clause, or borrowed U ei$ewhere. 
That he was not the inventor, is, I think, palpably evi^ 
dent ; because the phrase *EN TA TPIA, long before the 
middle of the 4th century, was a solemn form of ex- 
pression, and generally known, among the Greek Chris- 
tians, to designate the Holy Trinity. I appeal to the 
author of the Bidcuoomenus, of whose testimony! shall 
speak more circumstantially hereafter. The Latins 
used the same expression in the Sd and Sd centuries. 
' IVes unum surU^ says Tertullian. ' Tres unimn smni^ w^ 
Cyprian. Now, as it plainly appears, as well from die 
Didascomenus as from Cyprian, that they took this phnse 
from Scripture, and indeed from 1 John V. 7, there 
remains no doubt that Gregory derived his TA TPIATN 
from the same source — 1 John V. 7. 

The expression was by no means merely teeknieal, in 
Gregory's estimation : for he vindicates his TA TPIA*EN 
very zealously and firmly ; which he never does in die 
ease of technical terms. In the latter, he is very in- 
dulgent ; nay, he shuns all controversies of the kind, 
and holds them to be useless and ridiculous. I refer 
■:^ my reader to the Note^. 



* [Aquiiia8*8 words are, ^^ £t in quibiudam libris additur (aciL to 
the 8th verse), ' Ei hi tres unum turU.* Sed hoc in veris exonpla* 
ribus non habetur sed didtur esse appodtum ab Hereticis Arianis, ad 
perrertendum intellectum sanum auctoritatis prsemisste de Unitate 
Essentiae trium Fersonarum/* (See Home's Crit Introd* VoL iv. 
p. 466. Ed. VI.)— Teans.J 

(57) Orat xxi. ad finem, p. 395. Tijs yap fuas ownas kou &c— 
Furth^:, Orat. xtiv. p. 7 10. Swr/Sw/tcv oAAijXws &c. 
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:We now proceed to prove our iiid Proposition ; viz». 
T^ Gregory actuaUy quoies 1 John V.T. as a passage of 
Holy Scripiwre. 

After Gregory, in his 37th Discourse, had termi- 
nated the dispute which we have just noticed, concern-^ 
ing the words ' Three are onei and subjoined a few ob- 
sertations on the diction of Holy Scripture ; he then pro- 
duces, what he conceives, an express proof of the Di- 
vinity of the Holy Ghost, derived from tlie divine names, 
work% and attributes, applied to him in Holy Scripture. 

** I tremble,'* says he**, " when I consider the mul- 
titi^ of- titles^ wliich must cover with shame all who 
rcnid against the Holy Ghost. He is called the Spirit 
of God; the Spirit of Christ ; the Mind of Christ; the 
Spirit of the Lord; the Lord himself; the Spirit of 
Adopticm, of Truth, of Liberty ; the Spirit of Wisdom, 
of Counsel, of Understanding, of Might, of Knowledge, 
of Piety; of the Fear of Gx>d, that is, as one who 
worketh this ; who filleth all things with his Essence ; 
upholdeth all together ; who has power to pervade all 
earth with his Essence, yet whose Might the world 
carniot conceive; the Good, the Upright, the Guide; 
not by grace, but by nature; who sanctifieth, not is 
sanctified ; who measureth, not is measured ; who di- 
videth, not is divided ; who filleth^ not is filled ; who 
upholdeth, not is upheld ; who inheriteth ; is glorified, 
aoid 2YNAPI0MOYMENON." 

Gregory concludes his Biblical Catalogue of names of 



(58) Orat. XXXVll. p. 610, Eyw fi^v <f>pirrco rou leXovrojf evvofuap ruv 
KXfiafwv Slc, to KXrjpoyojxoPy ^^a^ofxtvov^ (rvvapiBfxovfjL^vov, 

F 
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the Holy Spirit witli these words ^: " Thus greati thus 
impressiye, are the titles of the Holy Ghost I What 
need that I should lay before you» perbaUm, the passages 
in proof thereof?** 

^ We see, therefore, that all the functions, all ihe attri* 
butes, all the denominations, of the Holy Ghost, which 
occur in the foregoing extract, the bishop baa taken 
from passages of Holy Scripture. 

Two questions arise : 

1. What is meant by « The Holy Ghost is SYNAFI0. 
MOYMENON ? " 

S. From what passage of Scripture did Gregory db- 
rive the assertion, " The Holy Ghost is SYNAFieliSY- 
IVflBNON?" 

To the first question I reply : " It is tm^ the ward 
tntvapiBfuofiai has frequently, in Gregory^ and tHliel», 
only this signification : * I put some one in a asrio, Ai a 
class of certain persons^ without enumertUing the permms who 
compose tliat series. But, in the passage before ua, fhe 
signification of the word is wholly diflferent** And 
why ? Because the adversaries, whom Gregoky cottibats 
in this 37th Discourse, restricted the Vague significatioii 
of the word SYNAPieMEdMAI by a precise definition. 
They said, «* SYNAPieiMHSES meana. The combbring 
together certwi things in one number*'; i.e. t onmmi§ 

(59) Orat. xxxvii. p. Gl 1. Al fjity ow xXrifrtis roaavrat iccu oirms tn- 
^i;X®<* '^^ y^ '<' ^^' "^^ c< "f"^^ ffUfJMerwy fiafyrvpias we^xtriO^trBat ; 

(60) Orat. XXIV. p. 431. Mera IlavXov OcoAto^tror, tow Tpos t/mtw 
ovpavov ayaxOfVTOs iron fjitv avyapiOfiotn'ros ras rpeif vmxrrao'ctf. 

(d1) Oral. XXXVII. p. 602. Ta dfwovffia awapiOfjafirm 4nis XTNAPIO- 
MH2IN, XcTOM' riiv cis apidfiov tya ffwaiprftriv, I have already DO- 
ticed tills. 
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raimff tiemJ' Gregory admitted this definitions^; and, as 
we have just shewnj took considerable pains to ob- 
viate its fidse application. Consequently the expres- 
sion, « The Holy Ghost is SYNAPIOMOYMENON," must 
necessarily be taken here in the signification which Ms 
adversaries maintauied ; and which Gregory did not only 
admit, but also controverted its application in a sophis- 
tical axiom, and likewise purified the idea of the word 
itself: that is, we must translate it, " The Holy Ghost 
is placed in a class, and cannumeraied with the Father 
and the Son.** 

.1|^That this is the actual signification of the word €vv 
4ipt$fimffuvor, in the present instance, will become clearer 
sdll, from the 44th Discourse of Gregory ; in which he 
raidicates the Deity of the Holy Ghost against the same 
Heretics, and likewise refers his hearers to his 37th 
Discourse. He there says^, '' The Holy Ghost always 
was, and always is, and always will be: He has never 
had a beginning, and will never have an end ; but is al- 
ways with the Fatlier and the Son ZYNTCTATMENON and 
ZYNAPIOMOYMENON.*' Here these two words must 
either differ in signification; or Gregory falls into a 
palpable tautology, which he ni^ver does in any other 
instance. But how do they differ, being generally syn- 
onymous ? I answer, Jjuyreray^ukw means, '^ The Holy 



(62) In Orat xxxvii. p. 603. he says of St. John, Ta /iri Sfwovata 
ovwapiByaiaai reroXfiriKGf. And p. 604. Ec yap /uirrc ra dfibowrta vayrvs 
ovvafMBfafreu &c. 

(63) OraLxLiv. p. 7 11. To nvtuftd to ayiov rgy ijxv tut Ktu wri km 
terrain ourc ap^ofuifov, qvt€ wavffofAMVOP, oAX* att Tlarpt km Thp ^vprtrceyfi^' 
yoPf KM ffwapiOfioviuyop, 

f2 
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Ghost is ranked or classed with the Father and the 
Son.** I appeal (for he occurs to me this moment) to 
Photius ; nay, even to Gregory hhnself ^. Ti w a p ^i tm t 
fuvovy among its meanings, has none other whereby it is 
distinguished from those of mnnnratyfMt^Wf except that 
which the Heretics selected, and Gregory admitted; 
namely, connumerated^ as I have already shewn. . And 
therefore Gregory intends to say, " The Hofy Gkott tir, 
in Seripiurey elassed, and also connumeraiedf with ike FoAew 
ttnd the SonJ* 

Now the latter— I mean, " That the Holy Ghost ii 
connumerated with the Divine Persons** — in what pi|^ 
sage of Scripture does that occur ? The verse, ** There 
are three that bear record on earth, the spirit, the 
water, and the blood," cannot be the proof^passagej to 
which the bishop alludes : for he did not understand 
this text of the Holy Trinity. Now, as we find no other 
place, throughout the whole Scriptures, wherein the 
Holy Ghost is connumerated with the Divine Persons, 
except that which the Latin Version has preserved, and 
a few ancient authors have quoted ; viz. ** There 
are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Ghost, and these three aie 
one;'* the bishop, therefore in the passage alleged, 
must have taken his ZYNAPIGMOYiyiENON from 1 John 
V. 7. and have read it in his Greek New Testament. 



(64) Photius, Epist. I. He says of the Holy Ghost, n«$ trwrmrtrtw. 
Ticerpi fcflu Titp; wopevOeyns yap, auros ^niffiy 6 Tlos, fAaBrfr€v<r«nr€f ic.r.A. 
Gregory also uses the word <rvKTo|ty in this sense. Orat. xliv. p. 7 12. 

Kcu Tap* wv fioyuv yivuffK^rai fiia <ruma^is. 
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This conclusion is further justified by three passages, 
which I have discovered in the Works of Gregory, and 
which are as^ follows :-^ 

* 

The First. — Gregory says, in this 37th Discourse**, 
*' The phrase 'EN TA TPIA is of such a nature, that 
neither the "EN supports the opinion of Sabellius, nor 
the TPIA the notion of those who falsely separate those 
Divine Persons.** We see, then, from this passage, 
that the phrase 'EN TA TPIA interested the Ortho- 
dox iwd the Heretics; both wishing to discover their 
opinions in it^. Phrases which equally interested 
Ae Heretics and the Orthodox, and to which they 
mutually appealed, were none other than phrases in 
Scripture* This k notorious, and self-evident "^. Con- 
sequently, it is manifest, from the passage just quoted, 



(65) Orat. xxxni. p. 598. 'EN TA TPIA etonrri, ku to iv rpia rats 
JhoTfiffv, 2ra fjoyrt to 'ES^2afitkKioy, 17 /&irrc ra TPIA nys vovfipas wv 8c- 
cupco'cwf. 

(66) This is dear, from the following passage. Bishop Theodolite, 
in his first Dialogue against Macedonius (a Heretic belonging to this 
class), makes one of his followers say, na\iy TA TPIA 'EN Actcv. 
(Therefore this phrase greatly, interested the Heterodox.) To which 
the Orthodox reives, Tcuf incwrrturwiv ovx ^v, oAAa t/mo. 

(07) For instance : '* Cyrillus Alex, in Epist. quidam ad Johannem 
Antiochenum in Actis Synod. Ephesinse: Ol axo vamis tufwrtws c«c ttis 
. Ot ST Wiw rf Ow Tpo^f ras rris Iwnmif irXonys ovAAeyouo-i^ eupopfAos. ra iia 
Tv»*A7tov Ib^w/unos opOtas 9ifn\i»jafa rats iaurtDV KOKoroicus irapa^iOfipovrts.** 
I m^t Uere adduce testimonies in abundance : but, to convince our- 
selvesy even from Gregory, let us read hb 36th Discourse, entitled 
n«yH T2ou \oryos 8cvrcpof. I have spoken of this subject before. The 
Arian Maximin says to Augustiu : ^' Si quid de divinis scripturis 
protukris, quod commune est cum omnibus, necesse est ut audiamus. 
Em vero voces, que extra scripturam sunt, nuUo casu a nobis sus- 
cipiuntur/ 



» 
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** thai the 'EN TA TPI A, THREB ARC OHB, wa$ a fknm wkkk 
siood in ^ Bible. Now, (it Gregory tmd aU ilk oiker Oraki 
did not underHand 1 John V. 8. of Ik Trtni^^ he muti 
thertfore have taken his h ra rpta from the 7 th veree/^-^Tbe 
validity of this reasoning may be easily perceived and &It. 
For instance : If I say, '^ The Father of Jesus Christ is 
greater than He ;*' and add, '' This word ' greater^ does 
not support the opinion of Anus;** it will be imme- 
diately inferred that the clause, *' The Father of Jesus 
Christ is greater than He/' is taken from Scripture''. 
Win it not? 

The Second passage from the Works of Gregory ii 
taken from his Poems. In his Hymns, which bear the 
name of '' Mysteries," (TA AHOPHTA,) Hymn III. L 80, 
81,82: he says— 

Evre rpttiv riva fivnenv €xn AoytK, ^ to /lev if q 
Ta»i/ rpimmv ^aetav ffctrrov xiifivyfia fiporoifftf 

These three Hexameters I understand thus : 

'' Whereas Holy Scripture makes a certain mesUkn 
of Tkree^ in order that men should venerate what is 
announced by these three Divine Persons : but that we 
might at the same time extol the all-glorious SingleneEs 
of the Supreme. 

I know not any passage of Holy Scripture which mdhu 
a certain mention rfthree^ to the intent here stated ; except 
it be, *^ There are Three that bear record in heaven, 



(68) Gregory frequentlj uses this mode of quoting Biblical phi 
e.g4 Oral. xxxv. p. 572. IWr ^ Xfymnw ^/uiy, iri ry onriy MEIZaM 
*0 OATHF, If. T. A. 
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the Father, the Word^ and the Holy Ghost ; and these 
three are one. If we receive the witness of men, the 
witnMs of God is greater. Now this is the witness of 
Godt which he hath testified of his Son" &c. to ver. IS, 

And now for the 7%ird passage. — In his 51st Dis- 
course, Gregory maintains the following proposition 
agahist Nestorius ; viz. '' In the Trinity there is no 
AAAO.*** And how does he prove this assertion? 
Hius : ** For," says he, " three are one f " And whence 
did he get this proof? From reason ? Assuredly not 
From a Canon of a Council? I answer, first, that can- 
not be proved : next, mere edicts of Councils, without 
proofi from Scripture, availed nothing in those days 
with the Orthodox, the followers of the great Atha-< 
nasius, to whom Gregory unquestionably belonged^. 
Consequently, and beyond all dispute, he got his proof, 
* Three are one,* firom Holy Scripture. 

Doubtless, therefore, he got his TA TPIA 'EN, his 'EN 
TA TPIA, bis combined nATHP, AOroS, KAl nNEYMA TO 
'AFION, from 1 John V. 7 ; and therefore he quoted 
this text 

(69) He fajs : Eiett (namely, crt rns Tptados) fief yap uMms km aXKosp 
hm fOi r«f j^ooToo'cif auyxwfia^g ovk oAAo 8c koi oAAo* '£N yap TA TPIA 
mi ranTow rp Ocoriirk 

(TO) Attiammni de Sjnodis Ariminensi et Seleuciensi: Monfy ircf»« 
r^cxPiTtt vpo^offfoyrai Sia wurrty ijImmccfoi yw^aSoi ras oiwoSovs* Eari 
4imf yap Uatmr^pa varruv 4 ^ui ypa^ 

lo tiie eontroyenies of those days, and especially req>ecting the 
doctrine of the Trinity, particular stress was laid upon Scriptural proof. 
Basil the Great says to those who accused Christians of adoring three 
Cvods (Epist. Lxxx.) i Ovkow ^ Ocoirycvcrros iifiw ZtatrrjTarco ypai^, icai 
woff •& «y wptfhi ra ^ftarra avpuia rots Btiois Xoyots, ciri rovrots ^fc 
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And thus ends my Episode— But what hi hi pro- 
mised application? It is this:— Maurop had read the 
Works of Gregory, especially those in which he ex- 
plains and proves the doctrine of the Holy Trimty; 
and coincided in sentiment with him on that point 
Doubtless, therefore, his two expressions; tu. '< I%e same 
iJiree are also one ;*' and, '' The Holy Trinity created a 
Triad, resembling itself in Unanimity ;** are both, Tsay, 
obvious allusions to, and therefore tacit quotations of, 
the text 1 John V. 7. 

And now, but three remarks more. 

The First — It is frequently said, by those who would 
dispute the authenticity of this text, '' No Greek AiOior 
quotes 1 John V. 7." 

How any one can affirm this, I am at a loss to con- 
ceive. The following testimonies to the contrary lie 
open to all the world. 

I. 

FROM THE 15th CENTURY. 

The Greek Monk, Johh de Brtenne, who lived in 
the 14th and 15th centuries, quotes IJohnV.?. He 
was no partisan, but an opposer of the Latin Church : 
for he disputed the tenets respecting which the latter 
seceded from the Greek Church. He died previous to 
the Council of Ferrara; — a circumstance particularly 
to be noted. " 

He was a Critic ; and consulted Codices. He asserted 
expressly, that ^^ nothing was more reasonable than to 
revise and correct the Latin Versions of the New Tcs- 
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tMoent by the Original Greek Text" He <must there- 
fine, in the 14th and 15th oenturies, have seen Manu- 
soriptfl which read IJohnV.?; Manuscripts, I say, 
which had weight and authority with him. 
. '* But yet he quotes a few phrases, whic^.vary.from 
our Greek copies, and follow the Vulgate.** 
. I reply« '' Does it thence certainly follow, that be- 
cause our Greek Codices read differently, his Greek 
Manuscript should have read so too?. He also quotes 
texts which follow the Greek accurately, where the 
Latin Translations vary. Nay, occasionally, he has new 
readings: therefore I should think his copy of the 
New Testament, from which he quotes, could not have 
been a re-model of the Greek from the Latin.*' 

n. 

14th CENTURY. 

Manuel Calecas, who lived in the middle of this 
century, quotes 1 John V. 7. 

m. 

ISth CENTURY. 

In the Acts of the 4th General Council of the Late- 
ral!, held at Rome in 1815, 1 John V . 7. is quoted. 

** Indeed ? But a Council, to if hich the Latins gave 
the tone, is not worth a straw !*' 

"Why so?" 

. ** Because, doubtless^ in that Council they metamor- 
phosed the Original Text, according to the Vulgate.*' 

*\ That is a groundless suspicion ; not only incapable 
of proof; but, as far as evidence goes, false. This I 
.will demonstrate. In the very same Capitulum of this 
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Council, which cites 1 John V. 7, mnother clause also^ 
vis. John X. 99, is quoted verbatim. The Latin Text 
cites it after the Vulgate : thus, * Pater, quod dadil mihi^ 
nu^'us est omnibus.' On the contrary, the Greek qootes 
it accurately, according to the Original, Ummifif i^ Mb« 
fMt, fA€i^«ay frcoftrnp crr«.-*People should read Ancient 
Authors more carefully, before they pronounoe sen* 
tence of condemnation upon them." 

IV. 

12th CENTURY. 

The Constantinopolitan Monk, Euthymius Ziga- 
BENUS, was acquainted with 1 John V. 7. 

V. 

11th CENTURY. 

I think I have proved that Maurop alluded to 
1 John V. 7, and did not question the authenticity of 
that passage. 

VI. 

8th CENTURY. 

The author of the Greek Nomocanon, who must have 
lived at least in die 8th century, says, 

Ai^ra ra rpia, IlaTi^ xat Yi(K xat 

VII. 

7th CENTURY. 

Maximus, the Confessor, author of the Nicene Dis- 
putation, falsely ascribed to Athanasius, says, in that 

work, Upos ie TOVTOt^ irofft kou Icitavvrii ^o^xe* xai oi rpeii to 

Now, as Maximus has never been suspected of mysti* 
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oMng the 8th rene, in any part of his writings ; and as 
we know from experience that the Greeks universally 
never understood 1 John V. 8. of the Holy Trinity ; 
it is clear that he took these words from 1 John V* 7. 
BerideSy if he had the first passage (t.e.yer. 8»). in 
view, he would and must have said, Ei$ to iy un. 

VIII. 

5th CENTURY. 

Bishop Theodorite, in his First Dialogue against 
Macedoniudj makes a partisan of that Heretic sayi Ila- 

Air TA TPIA 'EN Xty^. 

The Orthodox replies: Toi$ vwHrranmv ovx ^$ «^^ 

rptau 

The Heterodox therefore used thb phrase^ as well as 
the Orthodox. The only question was. How were the 
TPIA and the 'EN to be explained ? 

We knowi that some ascribed this Dialogue to Atha* 
nasius. It is also usually printed in the Editions of 
Athanasius*s Works. 

IX. X. 

4th CENTURY. 

Gregory Naziakzen, as I have proved, held 1 John 
v. 7. to be authentic But so did another author of thb 
century : I mean the author of the Dialogue entitled 
PkUopabiSf or THdascomenui''^. A passage in this Dia- 
logue plainly betrays that he was acquainted with 



(71) Though Lucian may not have been the author of the PhUo* 
pairUf yet it is. certain that this work must have been written at least 
in the banning of the 4th century. 
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.1 John V* 7. Cavje, and others^ made tlie tame . re- 
marki long ago.^ — Permit me to offer my sentiments on 
jfche subject. 

' Tlie passage is as follows : 

The Pagan, who personates Cridas, and endeavours, 
in this Dialogue, to turn Christianity into ridicule, puts 
a question to Triphon, who represents the Christian : 

Km Tiva eTTo/jLOffo^fAou ye J 

• Triphon replies : 

*Y^/Ae8oKTa Osovy fuyaVf d/uLPparoVf oupavieava^ Yiov' Hotrpogf . 
Uveiz/ia ex llaTpoq exiropevofievovf 'EN EK. TPIC2N, kou ES 
TENOS TPIA, ravra vopul^e ^ftva^ rov J* tiyov 8eoK« 

Cijtias rejoins : 

Aptifieetv fu iiioffxet^f xau opxoq t; (KplBfitrntai. Ko/ yap oipii- 
'fU€iq &^ N<x0/ta;^o^ 6 Vepacntvo^m Oi/x oiia ytxp n heyets "EN 
TPIA, TPIA 'EN ". 

'The "Ev ex rpte^Vy E^ ivoq rpia^ Ev rpia, Tpta iv, must 

therefore have been well-known and solemn forms of ex- 
pression among Greek Christians' in the 4th century. 
Now, whence may the reviler have derived them? I 
think the most natural answer is, '' Undoubtedly from 
,the same source whence he derived the immediately 

preceding, Yio^ JXarpaqf Upevfia ex llaTjpoq exiropevofuvov ; that 

is, from passages of the New Testament'* Now, we 
do not discover, in die Writings of the Greeks, the 



(72) 'EN TPIA, TPIA 'EN, exactly like Gregoiry NazUnzen and Theo- 
dorite. 

The Author of the Twentj Questions, fakely ascribed to Aiha- 
Aasius, says, in Queest. iv« 'O narrip kcu 6 Ttos km to flytufia to 071^ 
'EN ESTI KAI TPIA, 
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faintest indication that tbey understood 1 John V; 8. of 
the Holy Trinity. Consequently, nothing remains bul 
that the phrases above-mentioned are borrowed from 
1 John v. 7. Besides, Triphon elsewhere uses words 
and sentiments of Holy Scripture without noticing the 
author, or the passage from which they are taken* He 

says of God, '^ It is He who ovpavw <»$ itpptv f^fiTrAcMnr, 

yify i$ e^' vioToq emt^etf/* The first is evidently taken 

from Psahn civ. 3 : the second, from Psahn xxiv. 2. 

Among the Latins also, in the 4th century, this ex* 

pression ' Three are one,* was familiar as a sacred phrase. 

Ausonius, in his Poem bearing the name of *^ Gryphus,'* 

says, 

** Trig numerus super omnia, Tris Deus umtsJ* 

XL 

3d CENTURY. 

-Origen, in his Scholium on Psalm cxxii. 3. says, 

Ta it Tpta Kvpto^ 6 Oeo^ ijfJMV etniy oi yap rpet^ to Iv eifft, 

I am aware that Wetstein, and a certain Doctor of 
Upper Saxonyi doubt the authenticity of tliis Scholium. 
But, as they assign no reason for their doubts, their 
assertions go for nothing. In criticism, we acknowledge 
no Pope. I see no reason why I should follow them. 

Now, it is remarkable that Origen here says. To iv 
am. He certainly does not mean the 8th verse; for 
in that he read, u^ to iv. And, moreover, he did not 
explain the 8th verse, as indicating the Holy Trinity, 
but the triple kind of Baptism. (See Note 56.) The 
Confessor Maximus also, in the 7th century ; whose 
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testinumy I hare already adduced, expresses himself 
exactly like Origen ; Le. TO 'EN. 

The Second remark; viz. *' No Greek Codex, it is 
siud, contains the words EN THi FH^, in the text 1 John 

I answer, *' That is false.'' — ^Richard Simon says," 
that the Greek Codex 2247^ in the Royal Library of 
Paris'*, reads, 

'Ori rpa^ Bttnv ol fioprvpovvre^ EN TH| FHi, to Tiretz/ia xat 
TO viwp KOi TO a//Mx, Kou ol Tp€i^ ei$ TO ev eiffi. 

The Third remark, *' That there were persons who 
mutilated the First Epistle of St. John, and expunged 
passages from it which contradicted their £Biyourite 
tenets," is proved by Socrates''^ ^ in the 5th century; 
Hinkmar, in the 9th '^; and Fulbert, bishop of Chartres, 



(73) Histoire Critique du Texte du Nouveau Testament, chap, xvixi. 
fu III. 204. ** Par exemple, dans Texemplaire du Roi, cdt^ 2S47. k 
Topposite de ces mots: *Oti rptis cwivEN TH^ FH^, to wyw/un km to i9mp 
KM TO M/M &c.'** Luther also inserted the EN TH< FHc in the last edi- 
tion of his German Versions of the Bible. Doubtless he had seen Greek 
IManusciipts which had these words : for he says himsdf, that he had 
omitted 1 John V . 7. because it was wantuig in the Greek Manuscripts. 

* [Simon, howerer, was mistaken. See the fac^miie in Bishop 
Burgess*s Letter to the Clergy of the Diocese of St. David's. Txaks.] 

(74) Neither Mill, nor Wetstein, nor Michaelis, mentiim this Codex. 
(76) Historia Ecdesiastica, lib. vii. cap. xxxii, Hyyontrw (namely, 

Nestorius) ^Tt cy Tjf KoBoXiKp ^mnmv ytypcatTM €y tois woXmois arrtypa* 
ipotSt ^< *'cu^ frP€v/M, 6 \v€t rov Ii^ow, eaeo tov ^wv ovk &ttip* Tmmpf 70^ 
Ti}P ZwV0uaf €K Twv ieo}MUiiV coTtypcBpwp ir€pifi\op, ol x^pt^i" ^"^0 TOV n|f 
oucovofjuas etFBponrov fiovKoiuofoi Tip^ eoorrfroi tdo $€ oi woXmot ^v^frccs avro 
Tovro fWHnifaiywTo, &s rivcs Cicv ^oStovpyri(rwT€S Tiiv CTMrroAify Avciy coro 
TOV Ocov TOV MfBpmrov OeAoKre; . 

(76) Quidam autem ex eisdem scrip turis qusedam eraserunt, de 
-quibus revinci timebant, sicut constat Arianos de Evangelic eraaisse, 

quod 
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in the ILth century^. Therefore it was not the mere 
hatred of Heretics which induced Epiphanius to su- 
spect that the Alogi''\ who rejected the Gospel and 
Apocalypse of St John^ because opposed to their 
theories, may also have rejected his Epistles. 

To the same effect is the celebrated "Prologue to 
the Cadu>UcEpisUes^'* which is ascribed to Jerom. I shall 
investigate its testimony hereafter, when treating of 
Manuscripts. 



quod Salvat(»r ait : quia Beus spiritus est : quoniam credere nelebant 
qubd Spiritus sanctus Deus esset oxnnipotens. Quidam eHam de EpisMA 
JnkmmUeraienmi: ^^ £t omnia spiritus, qui solvit Jesum, ex Deo non 
est.** Ne scilicet per auctoritatem beat! Johannis revincerentur. 

(77) £t de Epistola eraserunt : ^^ £t omnis spiritus, qui solvit Jesum, 
ex Deo non est, ricut Nestorius.** 

(78) Epiphan. Hceres. li. 
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THE FIRST GREEK MANUSCRIPT. 



In the Grand Ducal Library at Wolfenbiittle is pre- 
served a Greek Codex (MS. XVL 7) which contains 
the Acts of the Apostles, and all the Epistles of the 
New Testament^. I shall call it Gudpherb^nus C, for 
the reasons assigned below \ In the Appendix (B.) 
I have given a minute account of its contents, and all its 
various readings ; some of which merit the particular 
attention of Critics: e.^. Acts i. 18. eXoxuv: besideS| it 
omits ^ KOKomoioiv in I PetiiL 16. 

Three Questions here occur ; viz. 

1. " How old is this Codex ?" 

2. "Who wrote it?" 

3. " Is it peculiarly interesting as regards 1 John V. 7 V* 

To the first, I reply: In this Codex there are 
prefixed to the Acts of the Apostles, and the several 
Epistles, those Prefaces which we meet in " ^ Commen- 
tary of (Ecumemus'* Therefore it is posterior to the 
10th century ; and, judging by the shape of the letters, 
anterior to the 13 th. 

(79) I have already announced it, in mjr Beytrdgen zur Kridk Uber 
Johannes Offenbarung^ pp. 38— >92. 

(80) Having designated the two very ancient Greek Fragments of 
the Four Evangelists (which I revised in my Ulphilas) by the names 
*' Guelpherbytanus A. & B/* I thought it adviseable to call this Codex, 

" Guelpherbytanus C." 

o2 
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As to the second question, " By whom was it written V 
all that I have been able to ascertain is this — At the 
end of the Manuscript stands the following AcrosHchoni 
viz. 

r At/xfi$ ^vrrtraq tu rov Trpctea)^ 

C pc^p e^o^c^f xai orefyyatv ex xap^ia^^ 

n Ktora TTpa^ei^ ratv $e ra^ rfivrarov^ ^ 

P fifioroiv dei»v eTTiOToXa^ evBeovq 

r eypaupa ^eAra> ye&)pyio^ axf>€i0^j 

1 (KfiM ravTa^ ^vxaceav aKyrifiara>v 

O iovei ipepoiv xat fiXsirt^v (Mnramatq 

T ^itrrov vo/aov 0«^o>$ w$ vi^vKuio^, . 

M ov0t yap ovTOi evapyovq ^eoTmas. 

O iKsicMnatq roy x^ '^^ )c<nrorou / 

N o/ia» xpeiTTwin ij^iA^vroi vpo iravmv, 

A yairnrov^ yap royrovf xaKsi xoi (ftiXov^ 

O i/$ ye XOI TTpsfffiei^ TTpoq avrov irpoaxaKovfiat 
Y yffovq ie^iaq Tov rvj(6iv xKtipovj(ta^. 

From these Iambics, we perceive that the writer un- 
derstood Greek, and that his name was George. By 
putting together the initial letters of each Une> we form 
the words rEQPnOY MONAXOY. 

George, therefore, was a Monk. The age» as well 
as the hand-writing, clearly distinguish him from the 
George whom I have already mentioned in page 43. 

Lastly ; to the question, *^ Is this Codex peculiarly 
interesting as respects I John V. 7 ?" I reply, Ye$ / and 
for the following reasons : 

(81) It should be, ^irtrras. 

(82) Instead of vJSvraraf. 
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In this Codex, the same hand which has written the 
-text, has also noted in the margin, opposite those pas- 
sages of Scripture which are read in the public worship 
of the Greek Church, the day on which they severally 
occur. Codices of this kind deserve the attention of 
Critics in many respects **. But what chiefly attracted 
my notice to this Codex was, that we know, from the 
Apostokis^f that, in the Greek Church, the latter part of 
the First Epistle of John {ue, from the SOth verse 
of the 4th chapter to the end of tiie Epistle) was 
read on the Thursday in the thirty-fifth week after 
Easter. Now, the modem Apostolus, in this Lectio, 
reads 1 John V. 7. exactly as we have it in our printed 
Greek Testaments. If the Apostolus had remained, 
from its origin, without any alteration whatever, it would 
have been a witness to the authenticity of this cele- 
brated text, of more than one thousand years standing. 
But no one can assert that it has so remained. Still, it 
would be labour well bestowed, to collate several 
ancient Manuscripts of the Apostolus, for the sake of 
this clause. 

At the 20th verse of 1 John IV, this Wolfenbuttle 
Jpostolized Codex has a marginal note in red letters; viz. 

Eager to ascertain whether it read exactly as the 

(83) ThU waa already perc^ved by Richard Simon : Histoire 
Critique du Texte du Noiiveau Testement, Part I. cap. xxxiii. 
p. «49 ; VIZ. " J*ajouterai seulement icy " Ac &c 

(84) Such is the title of the Greek Liturgy ; wherein are prescribed 
the several n^pucoiraty or Lessons, out of the Acts and Epistles, which 
were then, and still continue to be, read in public worship, on stated 
days. 
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modern Apostolas does, I carefully perused the Lectio. 
But!— it wants IJohnV.?. That clause is written in 
the margini and by a much more recent hand* 

In another respect^ however, this Codex richly re- 
warded my industry ; for it reads thus : 

Roi TO 7rv9vfia i<nl to fioprvpovv^ cri ro irvivfia i^lv i ffAif* 
0£satf m ol Tptils eleriv oi fiaprvpovvTesm to 7rv$vfia» to Si«tp* wu to 
oufut* KOi ol Tpeiif iiq TO h iiaiVm 94 Tt/v fwprvpia^ tSv^ k« t* ^ 

Hence it appears : 

First This Codex augments the list of those which 
omit 1 John V. 7. At the same time I must observe, 
that the copyist frequently omits passages of the text 
of 1 John, but in such a manner as evinces both his 
negligence and haste ;e,g. 1 John XL 2S. wants the last 
words of the verse tov Uaxtpa ttw tov Y/ov : in like manner, 
the 'jraq, with which verse 23 begins, is wanting. Again, 
verse 27 wants the conclusion, /Awent ev avre^ : verse 28 
wants the beginning, km vw rexvta : 1 John IV. 16. wants 
the conclusion, km 6 Oeo^ ev aure^. From these examples, 
we perceive that the copyist's omission of certain 
passages of the text may have been occasioned, not 
always by the various readings of Codices, but also by 
words of similar sound. Therefore he is not a petfec^ 
safe witness in this nuztter. 

But further, to our Second point. This Codex has a 
new reading; one which, as far as I can learn, is hitherto 
wholly unknown ; namely, 01 rpug cmv oi fM^vpovvm^ 
The 01 in this passage occurs in no other Codex: 

(85) I have retained the accents and points exactly as they are in 
the Manuscript. 
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and therefore it is probable, that the Codex, from 
which thb was transcribed, contuned 1 John Y • 7 ; for 
otherwise die existence of this OI is inexplicable. The 
careless eye of the copyist overlooked the former part 
of the 7th verse, caught the concluding words, (reading 
them *OTI instead of Ovrot^ oi rpu^^ hurried thence to 
the Mowing verse (8th), and read in it EI2IN 01 MAP- 
TYPOYNIES &C. &c« The instances of his negligence 
which I have already adduced, justify this conjecture. 

While in the act of writing thk, I am put in possession 
of the learned Archbishop Eugenius^s Criticisms on 
1 John V. 7; which add firesh importance to the readif 
ing I have discovered ; viz. 01 t/mk. It is a voucher, 
that the Codex, from which this was transcribed, had 
the 1 John Y • 7. Brevity compels me to refer my 
readers to the Appendix (C.) 

TUrdkf. This Codex omits die xa< which generally 
precedes r« vh^ The Codex BasUeensis (called in 
Weststein, Cod. 4.) omits it likewise. I shall add a 
third witness to this reading; namely, the Greek Monk, 
John pb Bryenne, as early as the Codex BasQeensis 
just quoted. The oldest testimony therefore for these 
variations, as yet discovered, is the Codex Gudpherby- 
ianus C. 

(86) It is perfectly possiUe that the similarity of sound may have 
led the transcribers to read #ri, instead of oJrou But there is a fur- 
ther reason. In all Manuscripts written in Uncial characters, smaU 
letters are occasionally interposed between the larger ones, where the 
width of the line is insufficient for the latter. Thus, for instance. 
Cod, Gwlph, A. Matt L 11. BABTA»Nof. (See my Ulphilas, cap. iv. 
§. 124.) Consequently, if oCrot were written thus, oJToI, it was easy 
to read on instead of ourou 
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THE SECOND GREEK MANUSCRIPT. 



In the Wolfenbiittle Library, there is a Greek 
Manuscript containing the First Epistle of St John. 
This Manuscript is curious, and may be regarded in 
two points of view. 

In the first, it would seem entitled to no attention ; 
for, 1st, It was written in the 17th century, ^dly, The 
text is divided into our ordinary chapters and verses. 
3dly, The Various Readings of the Vulgaie and Syriac 
Versions % and of Vatablus*, Castalio*s, Erasmus', and 
Beza^s Latin Translations, are noted underneath the 
lines of the text, which stand unusually distant from 
each other. It was therefore the writer's intention to 
compare those several Versions with the Greek Text— • 
What induced him to do so ? Verily, I cannot guess. 
But the circumstance is remarkable. 

The Readings of the Greek Text are of no material 
importance. My readers may consult them below ^. 

- — ■ — ■ - 11 I I - III I -.- . - 

(87) It quotes the Syriac in Latin. 

(88) Variations, according to the Text of Mill : 
Cap. I. 9. Tos dfjuiprias * iriffros [* —- jjfJiMV 

II. 6. \eywv'* avrtp [* — €P 

7. aSeX^ot • yuov [* + f^^ 

8. oTi * aKorut [* — - if 

53. 6X€« •<) ofioXoydiv rov Xlov km rov Oarepa €X** [* "I" ^ 
6fio\oya>v TOP Tlov kcu rov Oorepa €X**» 

III. 19. Kctpdtas *vfJuioy [* loco tJ/jluv 
20. KopSias * vfuav [* loco •ifxuv 

IV. 17, ayavri fxeff* *vfi.wu [* loco ifjfiav 
V. 14. cucov S • wfwj/ [♦ loco i^fiufv 
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But in the other point of view^ this Manuscript be- 
comes worth attention. For, 1st The text reaches 
only to the 19th verse of the 5th chapter. Immediately 
after the verse it adds, 

Ittappov etrMToAif xo^Aixq ^/Mnri} eypa^ ortx^i ffoy\ 

It therefore determines the number of the <ntxoi to be 
the same with those of the Codex Monifortianus and the 
Codices SUphani. 

2dly, This Manuscript transposes the ISth and 13th 
verses of the 2d chapter ; thus : 

Tpa^m viuPf iraripe^f ort iyvaKwrt rov dit' oipxn^* Tpdi^ca 
vfuVf vtavitrxotf ort vtviKtiKOfXi top irovtipov, Tpa<pa> vjjuv^ rexvia, 
OTt Mffic^vTOU vfuv at ocfAapTiou ha ro ovofiM avTOv, Tpat^cn 
vfuvy itcu^ia^ Sri iyvvKon rov liaripom 

Now I have not found this transposition in any other 
Codex. 

Sdly, This Codex has v/ne^v, where all the rest have 

But to the main point : This Codex has 1 John V. 7. 
exactly as toe read that verse in our printed Editions » 

I shall here exhibit it in its complete Manuscript 
form*: 

''Oti TjOeT^; elnv ol fJMprvpovvTeq iv 

Quoniam tres sunt qui testantur ia 

•• •• •• •• •• •• 

• • • • • • 

Quoniam — — — testimonium dant in 

— — — — testificantur in 



(89) Tbe sign (•/) denotes omission ; and (— ) agreement with the 
Latin Versions which precede. 
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But to explain the Latin Variations, I must here sub- 
join the first lines of the 1st verse of this Epistle ; viz. 

Cast Quod fait a priocipio, quod audivimus. 
Syr. —I- crat—- — — — 

FiUg, — fuit ab initio — — 

Ercum, — erat -^ — — — 

Fat. — . ~ _ _ _ _ 

Bezal. — — a principio — — 

This Codex may be called Gudpherhytanua D. 
True^ its testimony, as far as hitherto known, is of very 
little weight ; but still it contains something remarkable, 
and deserving further attention. 
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THE THIRD GREEK MANUSCRIPT. 



Oua great Luther wrote two Commentaries in Latins 
on the First Epistle of St. John. One of them was 
first published at Iieipsici in ITOS, by Dr. Job. George 
Neumann^. Jacob Sprenger (also called Probs^ re- 
sided at Wittenberg, from 1522 to 1524; and wrote it 
down from Lectures which he heard Luther deliver. It 
shews that Luther at tliat time rejected 1 John V. 7. as 
spurious; for he says'*, 

*' V. 7. There are Three thai bear record in heaven^ the 
Father, the Jford^ arid the Holy Ghod ; and these three are 



one" 



*' These words are not found in the Greek Bibles. 
But it seems as if that verse was interpolated by the 
Orthodox, on account of the Arians ; and very impro- 
perly, because John does not speak here, or elsewhere, 
of the witnesses in heaven, but of the witnesses on 
earth." 

Luther therefore, at that time, knew no other Greek 
Manuscripts than such as wanted 1 John Y. 7. For 
the ground on which he admitted any text of the New 
Testament to be authentic, was its existence in Greek 
Manuscripts **. We see therefore, in the words quoted, 

(90) See the Pre&ce (p. 18.) to the IXth VoL of Luther*8 Entiie 
Works : Walch's Edition. 

(91) 1. c p. 1059. 

(92) In this Commentary, and at the 6th verse of Chapter V. 
C' And U is the SpirU thai bet^eth uoUimsy beeauw the Spmi U 

truth'') 
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the reason why this cautious man omitted this text in 
his German Translation of the Bible. 

The other Commentary, and which is here the most 
worthy of note, was rendered into German, from an 
Autograph Latin Manuscript of Luther's, by the late 
Rambach, when he was Deacon of the High-Church at 
Halle. It was inserted, for the first time, in Vol. IX. of 
Walch's Edition of the Entire Works of Dr. Luther. 
Perhaps the great and venerable Consistorial Coun- 
sellor, Walch of Gottingen, who is so well versed in 
Ecclesiastical History, possesses more accurate infor- 
mation respecting this Commentary. 

It is perfectly evident that Luther prepared this 
Commentary according to the Original Text ^\ It bears 
internal evidence that it is junior to the one written 
down by Jacob Sprenger ^* ; and also, that Luther com- 
posed it shortly before his death '^ 

tnUh*^) he says, § 24: ^ In the Vulgate it reads thus, ^' Ei Spiriius 
est qui test^katur quod Chrisius est Veritas*''^ Here, then, the texts vary 
from each other ; and it is possible, that, in the old Version, the word 
* Chrishis* was substituted for ' SpiriHuJ* Christ, indeed, cometh by 
blood and water ; but yet it must be added, that though thb Gcapel 
be preached, stiU no man receiveth the same, unless the Spirit accom- 
pany it. Therefore said John, ^^ li is the Spirit that beareth wiineee in 
onr hearts, that the Spirit is iruth,*^ 

(93) See Cap. I. § 5. § 13. Cap. II. § 8. Cap. III. § 23. § 36 ; but 
chiefly 1 John V. 6, ^' And the Spirit beareth witness^ the Spkit it 
truth.'' §§ 41, 48, 43. 

(94) I ground this assertion on the following words of Luther ; vijb. 
)). 1147. he says, ^*' Mr. Winkler, Preacher at Halle, has been strangled. 
This also is a piactdum ; the earth being not as yet purified." But 
this murder took place in 1527. Luther also quotes, in this second 
Commentary, his War Sermon against the Turks, (p. 1182,) which was 
printed at Wittenberg in 1532. 

(95) This appears from the following words: viz. In p. 1139, 

Luther 
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TSUf Oommmiafy then, I assert, plainly shews thai Lu" 
ther had altered his opinion of 1 John V. 7. shortly htfore 
his deaA, and acknowledged thai text to be vaHd and au- 



For, on V. 7, ** Far there are three thai bear record 
in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghosts 
aind these three are one;** he says, §S3. ''This is the 
testimony in heaven, which is afforded by three wit- 
nesses — is in heaven, and reinaineth in heaven. This 
order is* to be carefully noted; namely, that the wit- 
ness who is last among the witnesses in heaven, is 
first among the witnesses on earth, and very properly.** 

And on the 6th verse of the Vth chapter he says, 
$. 15. '' This passage is certainly difficult and obscure. 
John here adduces a testimony that Jesus is the Christ 
His theme therefore, or main topic, is, the testimony 
that Jesus is the Christ ; or wherewith is it proved that 
he is the Messiah or Christ. For this purpose lie 
(t.e. John) e^peals to a twofold testimony : the one is in 
heaven, the other on earth. Both also have three wit« 

Luther says, *' Peter admonbhes us, ' Let none of you suffer as a thief 
or a murderer I but if he suffer as a Christian, let him glorify God on 
this behalf.' 1 Pet. iv. 15, 16. It is quite notorious, that the Elector 
of Saxonj never acted dishonourably ; and yet, because he confesses 
Christ, he is rejected, and exposed to great danger.*' What Luther 
here observes of the Elector of Saxony, best suits the times after 1544, 
when many charges, complaints, and accusations were lodged against 
the Elector, and they would fain have assaulted him with an armed 
force. One passage more, p. 1247 : ** We see that Satan is not idle. 
By the revolt of the peasants, he put every thing in commotion (in 
the year 15S5). Then he sent the Turks (1543) : and now we are 
overwhelmed by the dissensions between numerous princes, republics, 
and dttes," (after 1544.) 



nesses; because, ^ in the mouth of two or three witnesses, 
truth is established/ " 

** % 16. John therefore adduces a testimony where- 
with he intends to prove that Jesus is the Christ. 
Now, this testimony is a testimony of Qod, and no^ of 
man : for tibe Father testifieth of his Son* If we us- 
eeive the witness of men, (saith John, ver. 9.) tbe wit- 
ness of God is greater, which he hath testified of his 
Son* But this divine testimony is twofold. It is given 
partly in heaven, partly on earth :^that given in heaven 
has three witnesses, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost : 
the other, given on earth, has also three witnesses; 
nmnely, the spirit, the water, and the blood.** 

Vnquesikmabfy Aen, ZtcAer, skortfy h^bre ki9 deaA, ae- 
hmowkdged Ae elaute 1 JohnW. 1. to be Ae wordt fjf A% 
ApotSu John. Ckmnquenily he musi, ai thai Hme, h&ve dif- 
eovered Greek Mamuoripis wbiek contained it. For he 
rejected it in his first Commentary, as we have ahready 
diewn; solely, to use his own words, '' because he did 
not find it in the Grreek Bibles.'* And now I may 
reasonably ask, '' Is it then so great a crime to have 
inserted 1 John V. 7. in Luther's Translation of the 
Bibles after his death?" Posterity has done notiiing 
but what Ludier lumself would have done, had his life 
been spared. 

Further; It is known that tiie clause 1 John V. t. is 
found in the Codex Mont/brtiantiSy in the Codex JRavianus, 
and in tiie Complutensian. I must here refer such of my 
readers as wish to satisfy themselves that those three 
sources deserve the utmost attention, to Mill; and 
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more particularly to two Ckutkdl Authorities in this 
department; namely, the Rev* JohnMblchior Gobzbn, 
of Hamburgh ** ; and the Chevalier Michabus ^^ **• 

I had almost foigotten our andent champion^ the 
ProloouSiC^ Jerome; of whose assistance our fore- 

, ,, - -I — r-i — - - - 

(S6) Qoeaiii*c Woifa on this subject are : 1. Ver&Mligunff der Com" 
jrfMtowiydbn BiM^ inaonderMi de* N^usn TMameniy (Defence of the 
ComphitenEian Bible, eBpecially the NewTeitament,) Hambu]^h,1765. 
a» Jm^fltiMMtere VertheUHgung des Cumplutennaehen GrieehUohen Neuen 
T9t§&mmU»^ (Enlarged Defence of tiie Complutennan Greek New Tes- 
tament,) Hamburgh^ 1766. 3. ForUetMung dm AutfUhrUekiren Vw- 
MSgiumg &c. &c. (Continuation of the Enlarged Defence &c &c.) 
tiambiiigb, lt69. 

(W) See the 1st Vol. of his Introduction to the Holy Seriptnres 
of the New Testament, Sd. Edit. § 106. p. 670—682 ; also § 95. 
p. 538— 540. & pp. 544— 560. 

(98) Afioor^fing to the * SpttAmtn CharaeterU* of the Dublin Ma- 
nuscript of 1 John V« 7. which the learned Irish Bishop, William 
Newcoma, sent to our ce^brated Professor Bruns of Holmstadt^ the 
text of that chiuse runs thus : 

Tpcif cS^ir oi fui(nvpoGpT§$ ip rf odptuffy Uwrijpy Aoysf , irol HytQfM 4tyiay, 
KtH oSroi oi Tpcir, & olat '•* Kol rpus ohrw ol /lapTvpovyTts iv rp yp, in^cv/xa, 
ftbpi, Ko) flffw, d T^y ftafTvpiop rQvMpniitwv Xaitfiavoyxv^ if fAafyrvp(a rov 
Oi#tf /M^tw kn^y Srf oAm IrAif if pm^rrvfia roS OitO, Iht •• fAe/utprvptiKt 
w^a roG Tiov virw. May not these two dots ( •• ) before and after the 
words i^XfNoWs larw cUsfOcia* ^rt, be intended as a critical mark that the 
TkMHcriber had something to notice about them — ^perhaps the word 
Xptarisf I take this obeenration from Vol. III. of the Rop9rtorkm 
par BiNUehe und MortferUandUehe lAtmratwr^ (Repertorj for Biblical 
and Oriental literature,) pp. 358—360*. 

* [If the ^^ Transcriber** alluded to b intended for the Writer of the 
Codex MonJ^forlkmm^ Knittel's conjecture reqpecting *' the two dots " 
is erroneous. They are merely the ordinary signature over the ifiPro, 
espedally in the word Iht, That word occurs seventy-three times in 
the First Epistle of John (Cod. Montfort); and in seventy-two of these 
the iiha is double-dotted. I examined the Codex myself. (See also 
the Fac-simile in Bishop Burgess's Selection of Tracts on 1 John Y. 7. 
p. 122., and the observations on the dotted i and u in p, 134, 135. — 
Tkaks.] 
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fathers werie so proud, and waxed so valiant, when they 
fought for 1 John V, 7. 

'' But surely ! — such a palpable Monkish fiction !— 
and at the close of this enlighteniftd 18th century!— 
What gross ignorance of Modem Criticism ! ** 

Un&shionable enough, I confess ; but before you pass 
sentence on me and my authority, be so tolerant as at 
least to hear what we have to say. Here is our apology. 

None will deny, that the celebrated ' Prologm m Epi- 
stolas Canameas* (Preface to the Canonical Epistles) was 
already known, as an anonymous work, so early as the 
7th century. It was not announced to be a production 
of Jerome's until after-ages. 

The author of this Preface testifies, * that the Grreek 
Manuscripts read 1 John V. 7.' Such an assertion 
cannot possibly be regarded as an absolute falsehood, 
in every point of view**. For we have already re- 
marked, that Maximus the Confessor, in the 7th cen- 
tury, and other ancient Greek Authors, quoted 1 John 
V. 7. And therefore, if we would judge fiurly, that is, 
by the scale of probability (which I conceive we should 
always do), then it must at least be inferred as certain, 
from this Preface, that those Greek Manuscripts with which 
its author was acquainted, read 1 John V. 7. We rea^y 
admit that the good man erred, when he argued fi-om 
the Manuscripts with which he was acquainted, that all 
other Manuscripts read so likewise. We admit that he 
was mistaken, when he accused the Latin Heretics of 



(99) Neither is it untrue what he asserts of the order of the Ca- 
nonical Epbtles among the Greeks and Latins. He does not err in 
his facts, but only in his inferences ; and of these we make no use. 
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having robbed us of that clause. But we contend, that 
it appears credible from his testimony that 1 John V. 7. 
existed in more than one Greek Manuscript, in the time 
of the Author of the Pre&ce. 

And that we may examine the correctness of this 
reasoning more steadily, let us apply it to subjects which 
we and our antagonists regard with greater indifference. 
I allude to the Acta Sandorum* These Acta^ notwith- 
standing they sometimes deal in notorious falsehoods, 
are not, on that account, absolutely destitute of all 
truth. On the contrary, they continue to this day to be, 
occasionally, authentic and valuable sources of Hi- 
story. But when ? When they record occurrences of 
the times of their Authors : when these occurrences 
are not unusual f nay, are related also by other writers. It 
is just so with the Author of the Preface, as regards 
1 John y. 7. His testimony also evinces that there 
were many Latin Manuscripts in which that clause did 
not exist : and this, nobody will question. 



H 
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LATIN MANUSCRIPTS. 



I HAVE collated Twenty-four Latin Codices in the 
Wolfenbiittle Library, on 1 John V. 7. The result of 
my labours I shall now briefly state. 

All these Codices, except one, of which I shall treat 
last, are posterior to the 9th century, and all contain 
lJohnV.7. 

Ten of them place the witnesses on earth before 
the heavenly witnesses. 

Three of them have the clause 1 John Y. 7., not in 
the text, but inserted either over or under it, or in the 
margin. It is written howevei^, not by a strange hand, 
but by the same that wrote the text ; and its place is 
marked by two small strokes ( ,, ) in the text, after the 
witnesses on earth. 

One Codex reads thus : 

*' Quoniam tres sunt qui testimonium dant in coelo, Pater, 
Verbum, et Spiritus Sanctus, et hi tres unum sunt. Et tres 
sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, spiritus, aqua, et sanguis. 
Quidam habent hie *■ Et tres unum sunt,' sed non est in glossis. 
Si testimonium hominis accipimus, testimonium Dei majus 
est." 

Here the Latin Transcriber has thrust the marginal 
gloss into the text. The Greeks occasionally did the 
same with the Original. Witness the Codex Corseridon' 
censis, in which 2 Cor. viii. 4, 6, reads thus : 

^^aurOat ^fi»^, ev iroWoi^ r<k>i/ avrtypaiffaiv ovT<oq evpijTaUf 
Kcu ov Ka0&>q ti\7ri(rafiev. 
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FiVTBEN of them want the words, " Ei hi ires unum 
mm,"* in tiie witnesses on earth. Two have these words, 
with a line drawn through them. One has them writ- 
ten in the margin, by a different hand. 

Onb has '' PiUwy** instead of *" Vtfimmr In this Co- 
dex it is stated, that ''it was written in the year 1816, 
fay a Monc^ohiu Ccsnobii Eberacmsis, named SiOFRfBVs 
ViTULOs." It ako contains a picture, representing a 
calf seated at a table, and writing. In Manuscripts we 
occasionally find paintings executed by the copyists, 
whSch are frequently allusions to their own names. I 
thought this observation might prove not imaccepta- 
ble to novices, in the investigaticm of Manuscripts. 

The oldest of these Codices is designated in the 
Library, 99 MSt. Weisenb. It reads thus : 

'^Quis est qui vincit mundum, nisi qui credit quoniam 
Jesus est Filius Dei. Hie est qui venit per aquam et per 
sauguinem Jesus Christus, non in aqua Bolum, sed in aqua 
et sanguine, et Spiritus est Veritas. Quia 4res supt qui 
testirapnium dant, i^iritus, et aqua, et saoguis, et tres unum 
mmi : sicut et in coBlum tres sunt, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus, 
'Ct tres Aimm sunt.'' 

This Codex is written in the old JFranco-Gbllic, or 
Merovingian letters, and was therefore executed prior 
to the reign of Charlemagne. Consequently it is false 
to assert that 1 John V^ 7. is not extant in any Latin 
Codex, hitherto discovered, anterior to the days of 
Charlemagne. 

It is also worthy of remark, that this Codex reads 
" Spiriius est tferitas" instead of " Christus est Veritas,** 
Therefore it cannot be said that the reading "Christus 
>eiiveriiiu*' is peculiar to, and uniformly found in, the 

n2 
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Latin Version '^. This Codex also omits " in terra.'* 
The '' sicut e^^^^V' and the '' in ccelum,'' as well as the 
omission of the words '' gut testimonium dant" in the hea- 
venly witnesses, deserve the attention of Critics. Is the 
" in ccdum " a fragment of some antique and semibarba- 
rous Version ? 

Meantime, it is evident that, in the days of Char- 
lemagne, there were two recensions (if I may use that ex- 
pression) of the First Epistle of St. John *^. 

(100) At the same time, if we would judge impartially, (as we ought 
to do when criticizing,) possibly the reading *' Et SjrirUus est veritat ** 
originated in an omission, and owing to the word ' est* The text per- 
haps was '* Et Spmhu est qui tes^fioatw quoiMam Chriitus est verilas^** 
and the hasty Transcriber ms^ have overlooked the intermediate 
words ; '* qui test{ficatur quoniam ChrisUu ett.^* 

(101) Two Codices at Ulm, written in the 19th century, have 
nearly the same reading as above. One has, *' tieut in ccbIo tres sunt. 
Pater, Verbum^ et Sptritus^ et tres unum sunt.** The other has, ^^ ncin 
cmh tres sunt^ Pater^ Verhum^ et Spiritus, et tres unum sunt,''* 

Joseph Blanchini gives an engraving of a clause, (Evang. T. I. 
VoLII. adp.BLix.) from a Codex belonging to Cardinal Passionei, 
which reads thus : *' Quoniam tres sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, 
sinritus, aqua, et sanguis, et tres unum sunt: sicut tres sunt qui tes- 
timonium dant in coelo, Pater, Verbum, et Sphitus Sanctua, et tres 
unum sunt." 

(102) There is a passage relevant to this point in the learned Pro- 
fessor Adler*s (of Copenhagen) BibHsehe-Critiaohen Reise nach Rom. 
(Biblico-Critical Journey to Home): at p. 162, he says, *' The Vaux- 
celles Library of the Philippine Monks (a S, Maria inVaXReeVa) afiects 
to possess the Origmal, or at least a Copy, of Alcuin*s Hble. This 
Manuscript (marked B. YI.) is written on parchment, in cursive or 
running-hand, and has a long postscript : the most important passages 
of which are: viz. 

*" Codicis istius quod sint in corpore sancto 
Depictse formis litteruhe variis, 
Mercedes habeat Christo donante per sevum 
Tot Carolus Rex, qui scribere jussit eum.* 

( In Capil CaroL lib. vi. art 227.) 

'Pro 
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*" Fro me quisque legas versus orare memento 
Alchuine dicor ego, tu sine fine vale ! * ** 

It omits the celebrated clause 1 John V. 7, which Alcuin's Recension is 
said to have recognised : *' S[ Sps est qui testificatur qu Sps est Veritas^ 
gu tres sunt qui testimonium dant sps^ aqua^ et sanguis, et tres unu suntJ** 
The omission '^ in terra** is supplied in the margin by another 
hand, which_Ilas also written, close to the *'*' unum sunt,** ^^sicut tres sufit 
q. testimoniu dant in ccbIo, Pater, Verbum, et Sps, et hi tres unum sunt.** 
In the Library of the Benedictines of Casino, (a S, Cdlisto in Tras- 
tevere,) there is another Manuscript which perfectly accords with this 
Bible in all the passages we have quoted, and even in the size and 
configuration of the letters ; except that it is ornamented with minia- 
ture paintings. It is actually superscribed, *' Biblia ad Reeensumem 
S. Hieronymi,** lH this also 1 John V. 7. is wanting, both in the text 
and margin. It is subscribed with the name *^ Carolus,** and is re- 
puted to be of the times of Carolus Calvus, 
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SUMMARY &c. 



Reverend Brethren^ 

Let us now collect into one series^ and in their 
natural order, as they mutually assist each other, the 
several statements which we have already adduced and 
discussed. We shall thus be enabled to discern the 
whole force of the argument steadily, and at one view. 

* Three are one,* 

Thus speaketh, of the Deity whom Christians adore, — 
among 

THE LATINS, 

Tertullian, in the 2d century ; Cyprian, in the 3d ; 
Ph^badius, and Ausonius, in the 4th. Thus speak 
numerous Latin Fathers of the Church, ever since the 
5th century. 

* Three are one,' 

Thus speaketh, of the Deity whom Christians adore, — 
among 

THE GREEKS, 

Origen, in the 3d century; The Author of the Didas'- 
comenus, and Gregory Nazianzen, in the 4th ; Theo- 
DORiTK, in the 5th; Andreas Cretensis, ifi the 6th; 
Maximus the Confessor, in the 7th; the Greek 
Nomocanan, in the 8th; Maurop, in the 11th; Ey- 
THYMius Zigabenus ^^\ in the 12th ; the Council of 
the Lateran, in the 13th; C alec as, in the 14th; and 
John de Bryenne, in the 15th century. 

(103) See his Panoplia Dogmaiica. See the learned Professor Christ. 
Fried. Matthsei's edition of the Seven Catholic Epistles^ p. 141, et seq. 
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In short, Latins and Greeks, in Africa, Asia, and 
Europe, from the earliest ages, speak of the Deity thus : 

* Three are one.' 

" Whence then, (and the question seema to me as 
natural as it is important}) whence thi$ umfprmity of 
expression, Three are one f' 

This question can only be answered from History. 
Well ! Let History be heard on the point And firs^ 
for the Latins. 

Cyprian says, that this expression, *7%reg are one,* was 
employed in the Holy Scriptures, and immediately of 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. And Cyprian knew^ 
valued, and studied, the Original Text, 

The same is attested by many Latin FatherS| his suc- 
cessors ; among whom, also, are men who understood 
Greek perfectly well. 

And now, more especially, what say the Greeks of 
this Three are one ? 

The Author of the Didascomenus introduces these 
words, in the course of expressions which he manifestly 
borrowed from the Bible, without intending any alle- 
gory whatever. 

Gregory Nazianzen used the same words, ' Three 
are om^ and as the very words of Holy Scripture ! " In 
this sentence," says he, " the Holy Ghost is connume- 
rated with the Father and the Son." Neither he, nor 
any other Greek, discovered any Person of the Godhead 
in the 8th verse of Chapter V. of St. John's First 
Epistle ; that is to say, Gregory was acquainted with 
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1 John V. 7. Maximus says, that these words are the 
words of St. John. 

The same is certified by Euthymius Zigabenus ; is 
positively asserted by the Lateran Council ; and like- 
wise by John de Bryenne^ Chaplain to the Court of 
Constantinople. It is further attested by the Apostolus^ 
or Book of Common Prayer^ adopted by the Greek 
Church universally. 

This assertion of the Fathers is corroborated by 
Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament, now in our 
possession. Considered indeed as Copies, they cer- 
tainly are modern ; but still they indicate that the Ori- 
ginal, from which they were transcribed, was ancient 
They have 1 John V. 7. in their text. 

The ComphUensian Edition, also, whose origin from 
ancient Greek Manuscripts cannot be questioned, con- 
tains that clause. 

We find it in many ancient Manuscripts of the Latin 
Vulgate; and from the 10th century forward, it is want- 
ing in very few. 

Besides this, some Greek Manuscripts, in which it is 
wanting, have such additions to the 8th verse *^ as 
betray an omission in the preceding verse. 

Nay, even the grammatical structure of the 8th verse 
is such, as to be inexplicable without the 7th verse *^\ 

As early as the 8th century, it was currently reported 
In writing, that 1 John V. 7. had been expunged from 
the Sacred Text 

(104) e.g. Cod, Reg. 2247. GuelpherhyU C.,and the Syriac Version. 
See NoU Tl. 

(105) See Appendix (C.) 
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Such are the grounds for the authenticity of 1 John 
V.7. 

As to the Difficulty ; viz. that the clause is wanting in 
all Manuscripts, except those mentioned ; it does not in- 
validate the testimonies adduced from the Fathers of 
the Church, that it formerly existed in other ancient 
Manuscripts. For the inference, that " because 1 John 
V. 7. is wanting in all the Greek Manuscripts extant, 
except three, therefore the assertion of a few Greek 
Fathers, that they had read that clause in their Manu- 
scripts of the New Testament, is false," — such an 
inference, I say, is as lame as can possibly be. Re- 
member what I have stated in Notes 12 and 13 (pp. 16, 
17.) and also respecting the weight of mere Difficulties 
inpp. 12— 17. 

The other Difficulty; viz. that the Greek and Latin 
Fathers seldom quote this clause, is equally unim- 
portant. And yet, in reality, these two Difficulties 
constitute the principal reasons why our antagonists 
expel this 'OMOAOrHMA of so many Ancient Fathers of 
the Church from the text of Holy Scripture. 

Consequentfy, whoever wishes to annihilate the au- 
thority of this clause, must attack its affirmoHve wit- 
nesses; ue. he must prove, to demonstration, that 
the Fathers, to whom we appeal, were either in error, 
or stated deliberate falsehoods ; or else, that the 
passages in their works, to which we refer, are spu- 
rious and surreptitious ; or finally, that we misinterpret 
their meaning. 

He must further allege something more than juniority, 
or a few readings hitherto peculiar to the Vulgate, 
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against the Greek Manuscripts above mentioned ; and 
something more than bare suspicions, unsupported by 
History, against the Complutensian ; if he desires to 
render both of ho weight whatever, in deciding our 
controversy. 

This I should imagine the most natural, and conse- 
quently the surest way for our antagonists to take, if 
they would thoroughly convince me, and all who side 
with^ me in opinion, that we are in the wrong. 

And, now, one observation more — an important one, 
which should never be lost sight of in this controversy. 

Supposing all that I have urged in favour of this 
clause were conceded to us by our opponents, we 
should still have secured nothing more than barely a 
posiiion ; I mean we should have only gained, 

FIRST : 

That the clause 1 John V. 7. formerly stood in 
ancient Manuscripts, both Greek and Latin, which 
are at present unknown. But we must likewise con- 
cede to our opponents, what they assert of the ab- 
sence of this clause in Manuscripts of the Original 
Text now extant. 

SECONDLY : 

That the Fathers who quoted it, believed it to be the 

Word of God: but whether otliers, who do hot quote 

\ty were acquainted with it, or, if they were, doubted its 

authenticity, and rejected it altogether, is what neither 

we nor our adversaries know. 

Therefore^ having gained this victory^ we should still be in 
the predicament in which we find mirsdves, when about to pro- 
naunce judgment upon a Reading which stands in some Greek 
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(md nuam^ Ltstin Mamucripi^; or, vice vena^ u %Daniing ut 
many Chreek and some Latin ManmeryjU. 

Now as every citation of 1 John V. 7. in the Greek 
Fathers must foe considered as indicating that th^e 
was a Greek Codex which contained that clause ; and 
if we add to these twelve testimonies^ tliat of Tbrtul- 
LiAN, of Cyprian, and of Fulgcmtius, (wlneh we are 
bound to doy because those three Fathers understood 
Greek) ; and finally, if we include the Codex BriUmnicuSj 
the Codex Ravianus^ and the Codex Guelpherbytamu D; 
then the clause 1 John V. 7. is a passage of Holy 
Scripture, whose existence, as a part of the Original 
Text, is certified by Eighteen Manuscripts ; one of 
which is of the Sd century, two of the 3d, two of the 
4th, and one of the 5th century *. 

Moreover, as the style and matter of this clause per- 
fectly accord with the diction, turn of thought, and train 
of doctrine of the Apostle John, to whom it is ascribed ; 
as it suits the context of the Epistle in which it is in- 
serted ; and as the heterodox either controverted it or 
abused it to cloke their erroneous tenets, or, according 
to a current report, expunged it from several Manu- 

* [Knittel, like many others, confounds th« Codex Monifortiamu 
with the Cod&jf BrUannunu of Ihrasmus. That they are act iden- 
tical, k proved hy internal evidence. I have alluded to this in^be 
Prefiuse. 

The Codex Ottob<mianu8 (298 in the Vatican Lihrary), discoveied 
by Professor Scholz, containing the Acts and Apostolical Epistleflb h«s 
the disputed clause, thus : 

1 John V. T.^OrtTpetj eurivot /xapTvpovyres^ axo rov ovpavov, ncmjp, 
A070S, KOI Tlv fufia dyioy^ koi ot rpcis €is ro 4v tiff*, 

8. Km Tp€«j €«ni' ol fAoprvpowrts awo ti|$ ^jf f, ro nvwfui &C. 
It is stated to have been written in the 14th century. (See Scholz^s 
Biblitohe-KriHsche Reise, p. 105.)— Traks.] 
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scripts; while, on the contrary, it was held in high 
estimatioa by the orlhodox, from the earliest ages; I 
beseech you, Reverend Brethren, to ponder all tiiese 
cilrcmastltnces, and then tHeddey whether I John V. 7. mtg^ 
to be tstpeUed/rem^or retained in, the text of (he New Testament. 

Btit pefhiips t sfadl be admonished : 
* tik^ juvent altos, varians quee lectio mutat ; 
Atilue alii melius membranas verme peresas 
In<$udi criticte reddant ; in codicis annos 
Ifiquirant; prodant scribarum signa manumque ; 
Inque palirapsestis dudum deleta reponaat : 
^Tu JESU pavisse greges, oviuraque magistnim^ 
Qua fuget arte lupos rabidos, docuisse memento. 
fise tibi erunt artes.' 

And therefore, away from Critical researches on this 
text ! And now to its Pastoral Application. 

** Shall we then (it may be not unreasonably a^ked), 
Shall we, in our sermons und catechizings, employ tliis 
Yehementfy-disputed clause, as a proof of the e^stefice 
ef thfe Holy Trinity ; or shall we not ? " 

My answer is, ^ I do employ it, because I am coltb- 
▼iMed of His acathentidity ; lind 1 |>resiiine that every 
ciM who I^Tiiks witli me, will employ ft likewise. On 
the eoDti^iKry, whoever ^estions its ttnthenticity, or the 
ei^sition affixed to it, and not under the influence of 
fiidiion or vanity, but after the conscientious exertion 
of hb best faculties, is bound to setect other pasfSiages 
of Scri{]tore in it^ istead. For no man should act 
agaiiist his conviction.' 

But we are further told, that men of the newest and 
most refined taste in the Pastoral science lay it down as a 
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general rule of prudence, that " no Preacier should bring 
forward passages of Scripture in public worship, whose au' 
" ihenticity or interpretation are considered dubious, or even 
obfectionableJ* May I ask. By whom considered so ? Is 
it by the Clergyman himself, who performs divine wor- 
ship ? In this case, I have already stated my opinion. 
But suppose it is not the officiating Minister, but others, 
persons of distinction and influence, who give the tone 
to the age in which we live ; whom the hearer, being a 
literary man knows (aye, and as stars of the first magni- 
tude), through the means of his circulating library ; — ^pas- 
sages whose value is depreciated by such connoisseurs 
are to him destitute of effect ; he smiles when he hears 
them from the pulpit ; secretly laments his good Pastor's 
ignorance of modem literature ; takes a pinch of snufF; 
and, not to appear idle, turns over the leaves of his 
H3min-book ! 

So then, this is the reason why the Preacher must, 
suppress Scriptural proofs against his own convictioti ; 
and neglect them in his public discourses, the moment 
he happens to hear that men of celebrity have ques- 
tioned, or actually rejected them ! An admirable princi- 
ple, forsooth ! I should but insult your understanding, 
my Reverend Brethren, were I to utter another syllable 
in confutation of such a principle. Blessed be God ! 
I know (and so do you) many distinguished individuals, 
but who are also real scholars and honest men (for ce- 
lebrity too has its rabble) — men I say, who, though dif- 
fering in opinion with me, and many of my Brother 
Clergymen, as regards this and some other passages of 
the Bible, would most sincerely, and as Christians, regret 
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that we should suffer theur celebrity to render us blind 
and fidthless to our own convictions. But these are 
not the influential persons whom the Pastoralist, I al- 
lude tOj intends. No ; his are Gentlemen of a different 
calibre. Had this teacher of prudence been kind 
enough to name the parties whom he idolizes, we should 
more clearly understand what the good man properly 
means towards us poor Clergymen ! His '^ distinguished 
individuals " would soon stop our mouths, on all the 
truths peculiar to Christianity; because they are un- 
willing to discover that faith which we confess, in any 
passage of Scripture ; but are skilful enough, either to 
reject all such passages as spurious, or interpret them 
as suits their own views. But in short, if ever a Clergy- 
man suffers himself to be influenced by the spirit of the 
age, I see no further need he has of the Bible, con- 
science, learning, or common sense ! No ! Brethren, 
No ! If we seek mereljf to please men, then are we not 
the servants of Christ ! 

It is with Public Worship as with Schools. An emi- 
nent character has observed, that *' a school constituted 
according to the prevailing taste of the day, obtains 
pupils and applause; but one which improves that 
taste, is meritorious — and opposed.*' 

And now for one of the newest-fashioned pastoral 
maxims on this subject ; viz. 

" BiU— bless us /—The doctrine of the Trinity f f—Is 
ii then actuaUy indispensable in practical Christianity^ espc" 
eiaUy as concerns the multitude f Alas! how many painful 
disputes^ how many quarrels^ schisms, and persecutions ; nay^ 
how much bloodshed, would the Church have avoided, if that 
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mysUry^ too sMime far man^ Jiad been revetendy allowed to 
r^se in the Apostolic pages ; and our pulpits and Pnffessori 
chairs been wholly silent on the topic '^ / In a word ; Cannot 
one be a Christian, and love God and man as a Chris- 
tian^ without even knowing that He, whom we love, 
worship, and obey as Christians, is triune?' 

It is thus the Ursacians and Valentines* of the 18th 
century endeavoiu* at least to disparage a truth of 
Christianity which they are unable to disprove; — ^an 
old Sirmian stratagem f, known and practbed by the 
Arians in the 4th century. 

But the Pastoralists to whom I allude, neither deny, 
nor question, at least publickly, the doctrine of the 
Trinity. They only ask, as persons usually do who 
wish to make the answer in the affirmative appear a 
matter of course, ** What / Cannot one be a real Christian 
without knowing or believing that God is Triune ^" 

I answer. No !— ^absolutely. No ! 

" But why so vehemently No? " 

For the following reasons ; viz. 

1st, To honour and adore God, as He has revealed 
himself to us Christians in his word, seems to me a 
matter indispensable in practical Christianity. Now. if 



(106) The good Apostles, it seems, have sadly transgressed this 
sage rule of our Teacher of Toleration. Had thej only permitted the 
mystery of our Bedemption by Jesus Christ quietly to repose within 
their own breasts, we should have escaped some hundred persecutions ! 

* [Ursacius and Valens were Arian Bishops of the 4th century,— 
Tbans.] 

t [At the Council of Sirmium (A.D. 350.), in which Photinus 
was condemned, the Bishops who assembled were almost all Arians. 
(Jortin's Remarks on Eccles. Hist. Vol. 11. p.l93.)— -Traks. ] 
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God has revealed hiin9elf in Scripture, as Fatltery Son, 
and Hofy Ohoii, it must be an imperative obligation upon 
Christiansi to adore and honour him' as Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost. And therefore the doctrine of the 
Holy Trinity thus exercises a material influence on our 
practical Christianity. Does it not ? 

Sdly, To appease my conscience in the practice of 
those duties which God enjoins on me as a Christian, 
aiMl also to strengthen my resolutions, are essential 
parts of my practical Christianity. God, who com- 
mands me so strictly to " have no other gods beside Him /" 
God, who so distinctly tells me, both by reason and 
Scripture, that to remove the guilt and punishment of 
sin is not the work of a mere creature; even the same 
God has commanded me, in the strictest sense of the 
word, to adore Jesus Christ ; even the same God assures 
me, that ike man Christ Jesus has offered himself a sacri- 
fice for the redemption of the world ; and that I must 
believe on Him, in order to obtain the forgiveness of my 
sins. Now is it possible to appease my conscience, 
and to strengthen my resolutions, in the duties thus im- 
posed, without knowing that there is in the Divine 
Essence, a Son who took upon him human-nature, and 
became my Redeemer? I say, it is just as impossible, 
as to obey two contradictory commandments at one 
and the same moment, with a full sense of their being 
both obligatory. It was therefore to remove all incon- 
sistency from the commands which God enjoined me as 
a Christian, that he revealed hia triunity. 

In a word : I can no more fear, or love, or confide 

i2 



116 

in God above all things, without knowing his attributes, 
than I can submit to be baptized in the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, without knowing that 
the God who commanded me to do so, is triune. 

Therefore, the Trinity in the Godhead is, to the 
duties pertaining to the economy of salvation by Christ, 
what the attributes of God are to the duties inculcated 
by the light of nature. The acknowledgment of the 
Holy Trinity includes the judgment, the motive, and 
the sedative of conscience, in every thing enjoined on 
us as Christians. How then can it be dispensed with 
in practical Christianity ? 

As long as it was sufficient for men to navigate 
merely along the shores of the sea, they required 
neither the aid of astronomy nor the mariner's compass* 
But when they had to traverse the ocean, the know- 
ledge of the magnet and^the stars became indispensable. 

Let us never, then, my Brethren, let us hever, I say, 
propound the doctrine of the Holy Trinity in our pul- 
pits, or in our catechetical instructions, without ear- 
nestly impressing on the hearts of Christ's people, its 
influence on practical Christianity ; i e. on our hopes 
and virtues. 

But let us also carefully avoid the fruitless and essen- 
tially unprofitable, nay, even seductive efforts, to push 
our researches into this doctrine beyond the limits of 
Revelation ; and whenever we feel this tendency, let us 
remember the salutary aphorism of the great Scaliger : 

** Nescire velle quae Magister Optimus 
Docere nan wUy erudita inscitia est." 
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But let us also use it in the inverted sense ; as thus : 

^' Nescire velle, que Magister Optimus 
Docere nof vuU^ pertinax inscitia est.'* 

Finally : Let us devote our entire attention to the 
passages from which we purpose to deduce the existence 
of the Holy Trinity, in order to satisfy ourselves fully 
that they actually treat of that mystery. It is fre- 
quently with Theologians as with Natural Philosophers. 
How many of the latter &ncy that they discover elec- 
tricity in nature, where none exists ! and how many 
of the former find the doctrine of the Trinity in the 
Bible, where the passage relates to something wholly 
different ! He who discovers this doctrine no-tohere in 
the Scriptures, and he who discovers it every-where^ alike 
))etray that passion has blinded their judgment. 

And now. Brethren, let me subjoin a (e^ principles 
an the nature ofMyateries^ which I have destined for your 
Synod. You know what a confused uproar, and what 
a blind alarm, has been excited, especially by our Ciin- 
ninghame (indeed I might almost say, continues still to 
be sounded in our ears), against the mysteries of Holy 
Scripture. I present you, therefore, with "a brief 
philosophy of what are called Mysteries." 

** But to what purpose ? " you may ask. I answer 
thus: Distinct ideas of the bearing of any truth fre- 
quently effect, with those who impugn or defend it, what 
a clear day does with those who combat sword in hand* 
If we strike in the day-time, we seldomer beat the air 
than if we smote by night. Many a blow given by one's 
enemy in the dark is avoided on the approach of light. 
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The relative forces of the contenduig parties are then 
better adjusted, and more discernible. 

Then, too, the man who, during the darkness, was 
only a hearer of the strife between the combatants, is 
enabled to decide upon their respective strength or 
weakness. 

I therefore present for your acceptance jnst Jive-and^ 
twenty Propositions to that effect After taking all pwis 
to write with brevity and condensation, I find it impos- 
sible to reduce that number. 

PROPOSITION I. 

No rational man, I presume, can doubt that things 
exist, whose intrinsic possibility toe cannot discem^for want of 
knowing their connection. Therefore there are mysteries ^^. 

PROP. II. 

Every thing that exists, must have intrinsic possibi- 
lity : which, therefore, considered in itself, may be ap- 
prehended, and conceived. And, consequently, there are 
no objective mysteries: aU mysteries are subjective^ 

PROP. III. 

Therefore, to the intelligence which God possesses, 
there can be no mystery. 

PROP. IV. 

Therefore, that which constitutes a mystery, quoM a 
mystery, is not founded on the thing itself^ but on the 
relation which our intelligence bears towards it. 

PROP. V. 

The said relation of our intelligence consists of an 
invincible ignorance, 

(107) What the acute Dr. Less says on this subject, in § 40 of hb 
beautiful work on the Truth of Christianity, is exceedingly deserving 
of attention. 
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PROP. VI. 

That my ignorance of any subject is invincible^ I ex- 
perience partly by attempts made to dispel it ; partly, 
and most certainly, by the testimony of Him who is 
most perfectly acquainted with the intrinsic possibility 
of all things, and the extent of the energies of all created 
spirits. 

PROP. VII. 

Therefore, in mysteries there are two things which 
must be severally discriminated; vi^. the notion of 
their existence ; and, the notion of their intrinsic possi- 
bility. 

PROP. vin. 

There may be mysteries, whose existence is not 
known to us: and these may be called Occult My- 
steriea. 

PROP. IX. 

As to Occtdt Mysteries, there is also a twofold igno- 
rance ; viz. one as regards their existence ; another, 
as regards their intrinsic possibility, 

PROP. X. 

The invincibility of my ignorance in mysteries (see 
PROP. V.) is grounded either solely on a certain state of 
my intellectual faculties, or upon the essential limita- 
tions of those fisusulties. Consequently, there may be 
Temporary Mysteries^ but there may also be Eternal 
Mysteries. 

PROP. XI. 

Therefore, that which was a mystery to me during 
this life, may cease to be such, as soon as I pass through 
death into another life, in which the obstacles which 
impeded my perceptions here on earth shall be removed* 
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PROP. XII. 

That which h an eternal mystery to us human-crea- 
tures, may be no mystery whatever to Spirits of a higher 
order. 

PROP. XIII. 

But there may also be mysteries eternal, to all 
created Spirits. 

PROP. XIV. 

Mysteries whose existence is made known to us, are 
caUed Revealed Mysteries; because nothing further than 
its bare existence can be revealed to us, respecting any 
mystery, so long as it continues to be a mystery. 

PROP. XV. 

Therefore, Revealed Mysteries have a clear and a dark 
side. The clear side is the knowledge we have attuned 
of their existence ; for we must have a distinct idea of 
whatever is made known to us. The dark side is tlie 
notion of their intrinsic possibility. 

PROP. XVI. 

In revealed mysteries, we know their existence either 
through the medium of our senses, and therefore by 
experience; or we know them only symhoHedUy^ i.e. by 
evidences. 

PROP. XVII. 

God is an essential object of religious knowledge. 
But what is God, and what are his attributes, to our in- 
telligence ? True mysteries ! are they not ? Conse- 
quently, all [true perceptions of Religion must contain 
mysteries; and therefore mysteries are also an essential 
part of Natural Religion. 

PROP. XVIII. 

The existence of the mysteries which present them- 
selves in Natural Theology is made known to us by 
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experience, by contemplating the works of creation. But 
as creation j however immense, is still but ajinite mirror 
of God and his works, so there may be vastly much in 
God, and his works, the existence of which we cannot 
learn from this source of knowledge. Therefore, God 
may reveal to us mysteries respecting himself, inde- 
pendent of creation. 

PROP. XIX. 

The knowledge of the existence of such mysteries as 
are peculiar to the Christian Religion rests on the tes- 
timony of Holy Scripture, and is therefore sywholical. 

PROP. XX. 

Therefore, the testimony of Holy Scriptures consti-* 
tutes the entire notion which we have of the existence 
of Christian religious-mysteries. We are therefore 
bound to subtract nothing therefrom^ nor add any 
thing thereto. 

PROP. XXf. 

As nothing can exist which is self-contradictory, so 
also there must be no contradiction in that which Holy 
Scripture has revealed to us concerning the existence 
of mysteries. In short, they must not be contrary to 
reason. And therefore, objections which pretend to 
establish such a contradiction must be confuted, solely 
and exclusively, from the testimony of Holy Scripture ; 
for we have no other source of knowledge upon the 
subject. 

PROP. xxii. 

All true mysteries, and therefore also the Christian 
mysteries, are above our reason. 
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P&OP. XXIff. 

Consequently, it is vain, and, strictly speaking, im- 
reasanable^ to attempt to illustrate the intrinsic possiU- 
lity of mysteries by comparisons. For it is impossible 
for me to illustrate to another person, by any comper 
rison, a notion of which I myself am destitute. 

PROP. XXIV. 

Now, as all the knowledge which we have concerning 
God • is, in the strictest sense of the word, analogical '^, 
so must our knowledge of the mysteries of the Chris- 
tian Religion be also analogical; and, consequently, 
the testimony of Holy Scripture pertaining thereto 
must be interpreted, understood, and treated accord- 
ing to that peculiarity ;•— an important jHrinciple, which 
restricts the inquire, and curbs the assailant 

FRCP. XXT. 

Of two objects anahfficallif described, one may have a 
greater affinity to my sentiments than the other. 
Consequently, the analogical perception of the existence 
of one mystery may be clearer to me than the analogical 
perception of the existence of another. For example : 
God is omnipresent : Ood is Triune. Both are mysteries. 
But my perception of the existence of the first, ue. that 
God is omnipresent, is clearer than my perception of the 
existence of the second, ue. that God is Triune. Now it 
was this, I incline to think, which probably deceived 
our Cunninghams, and betrayed him into the irrational 
belief that there are no mysteries in our perceptiiMis of 
Natural Religion. 

(lOB) Alexand. Gottlieb Baumgarten's " Metaj^ma^' Part IV. 
cap. 1. sect. 1. § 826. 



^ 
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And nowj as we are landed on the shores of Analo- 
gical Knowledge, the Hermeneute (or Scriptural Expo- 
sitor), and the Logician^ invite us to their schools. Both, 
indeed, deserve to be heard, as well by the Orthodox, 
as their Antipodes, the Heterodox. 



But do Thou, O Shepherd and Bishop of all 
Souls! sanctify us : sanctify all thy flocks : sanc- 
tify THEM through THY TRUTH : THY WORD IS TRUTH. 

Amen! 



FRANCIS ANTONY KNITTEL. 



Wolfenbuttdy 
Jan. 7, 1784. 



APPENDIX (A.) 

{Seepage 49.) 



■AMMMrttaH^M 



I HAYB Stated that Maurop interweaves some pas- 
sages of Holy Scripture into his Discourses. Here 
follow my proofs. 

2 Tim. iv. 7. 

Ky^va xoAov aytivi<r€ta$9 -npo^ oAAifAoi/s av^pe^ 6/iov xat 
yvpouxtS' 

1 Cor. ix. 22. 19. 

Oi Travre^y rovq Team ra itavra yivofuvov^^ iva xtp^avaxn 

James i. 17. 

'0$ev dtrav itapti^ nKtiov ai/cd0ev sffri xarafiaipop ex rov rtov 

John i. 9. 

^ftrri^ei fuv to ^a)S to oKmBivov "navra ayBpcurov 5' ep^ofuvov 

€t^ TOy XOCTflOVn 

1 Cor. XV. 31. 

Hov ^avoTOVf 6v jjsra IlavXov ha to xtjpvy/uK Ka$* ^(lepav 
airedvi^trxovn 

Rom. X. 18. 

Ei9 iroLtfav tuv ynv e^tjX0ev 6 ^oyyo^ ai/Ta»y, xat et^ Ta irepaTa 
nis oixovfuvnq Ta ptifiara avTMV. 

1 Cor. i. 21. 

Ettci yap 6 xovfjio^ ovx €yv<u tov Qeop ha Ttjq (ro<l>iaqy 6 ijttiffi 
TlavTioq, tv^oxtitrev 6 Qeoq hta ttj^ fjMpiaq tov xtjpuyfjkaTOq (roixrai 
Tovq 'niarevovTaq, 
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PhUip.ii.10,11. 

'Jva ei/ T<^ ovo/jLart hioou Xpanou itav yovv ko/jl'^ eTroupaviav 
Kcu tTTiysitav kou KarayBovictiVf kou irwra yXa>0va ofiote^g HSX^iivig 
re KOU Butpfioipos e^ofioXoyfitniTai on Kvpto^ Itioov^ Xptoro^, etq 
^o^av Oeov Uarpo^m 

John X. 14. 
John X. 16. 

Kat ytvijTou fua irotfivri^ et^ -reot/jitjv. 



^ 



APPENDIJl: (B.) 

(See page 82.) 

VARIOUS READINGS, ERRATA, 
CORRECTIONS 

OP THE 

CODEX GUELPHERBYTANUS (C.) 



PRELIMINARY NOTICES 

TO 

APPENDIX (B.) 



The Collation of the Text is made after Mill's Edition. 
The Sig^ ^ denotes Grammatical alterations in the Text 
— denotes omission of certain words or passages. 
$ denotes the transposition of words &c. 
+ denotes additions to the Text. 
The word Led. signifies the usual additions from the LeC' 
Uonarium to the Hepixinrcu or Lessons read in Divine Service. 
In the Codex they are written in red ink, to distinguish them 
from the Text. 



^ 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. I. & II. 
Cap. I. 4. <rwahi^fA€voi 7rapnyye*^ev avrotq [* — i. + A. 
8. KM * TTourti [* — ev recent, superscripsit. 
11. ei? Tov ovpapoy, * ovreaq eTuuctrai [* — outoj 6 Jti- 
(Tovq avahtj^eis ouff vjjmv ei^ tov ovpavov. Recent, 
in inarg. adjecit. 

13. loUUitfio^^'*^ lcM.VVt}% [* KfM. 

16. ypOt<fn$V * h^ [* TUVTtJV. 

17. tju €v ifuv [* $ pro <rvv. 

18. ytvofisvoq ehaMffe iittro^^ [* $ loco eXaxriort, Recent. 

in marg. adscrips. 

23. KoKovfuvov Bapffaffffav, 6q [* + ^* 

24. avodci^oi' * 6v e^fAe^o) ex TOi/rc»v todv d(/a (va. fiu. 

[* J pro ex TOi/ra>k TfcJf hvo eva oy efeAcftw. 
II. 1. ti^av *7raiT€5 6fio0vfia^v [* — a. 

o/io^cjiua^k * fin. [* — ~ «7ri to ai/ro. 

7. 1^1/ a7raVre$ oiyroi [*-+■« 

lit 
13. ^c dia;^Aef/a^okre$ eAeyok. [* + ^'<x< 

fUfuvTtitfuvoi tt(Tiv fin. [* -f-.l'. 
13, 14. finem inter v. 13. et inlt. v. 14. ap. ev rai<; ij fitp, 
$Ktiv, Lied. 

J* 6 Herpo^ [* -|- o. 
17. t/Awi' epvTTvtOiq tvvTtvtaJdtiffOVTai, [* ^ oic loco a. 

21. o( cai^ eTTixaA. &c. [* +e. 

22. init. sv raiq ifx^pai^ exttvaig, ci?re Tlerpo^ 

TTpo^ TOV Tiaop, 'Ai/)p<(. Lect. 
av^pa fATfo^eheiyfxevov aito tov Qeov etq, [* $ pro ano 

TOV Qeov aTToBedety^evov €t^, 
Zwofieat* Kut arjjjLetoi^ [* — xmi Tepa^i. Recent, in 
marg. adscrips. 
27. eij ^^i}*", ovTs [* ^ ijf loco <w ; t loco d. 

30. XpiffTOv Kat Ka0t£r(Ki [* -{-xat, 

31. init. TrpoetSeaiTrept Ttjq avaffTeuneo^ tov ILpitTTov eAaAt;- 

fl-ev OT/ ovx eyKaTeXtiiff0tj h &c. J* -f e et ? . 

K 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. II. & III. 

II. 31. etq ahriv, ovre n [* i pro «ioi/, et *pro ov^e. 

33. rov TLvevfiaTo^ rov dytov TiajSwv [* $ pro tov dytov 

TlvevfjLaro^ haficav, 
36. Ttds oiKCDq laparj^, [* Recent. a» punctis notavit, et o 
superscript. 
on Kfxt Kvpiov avTov xat Xpiarov 6 Qeos [* ? pro 
oTi Kvptoy xat 'XptCTOi/ avrov 6 Oao;. 
38. Ttpo^ avTOvq, ev ratq rifiepatq extfiv. &c. etite Utrpoq 
irpo^ TOV KaoVf &c. Lect. 
vjJLcov ev T^ [* $ ev loco em, 
ovopLOTi TOV Kvptov Iti^ov Xpto'Tov ei^ [* + TOV Kvpiov, 

40. TrKetofft ZufiapTvpoLTo, xou* Recent, a notavit^ et e 



superscnps. 
TTopexaXei avTOvq Keyav [* + avrovs* 



^ 



44. oi •nto'TevaavTe^ tjtrav [* i pro •nitrTevorre^. 

46. TTpoaxapTepovvTeq * ev tc^ tepa opLodvjjMiov xAcovre^. 

[* ? pro ofioOvpM^ov ev t<u &c. 

47. Ti; exxKtiCTia ent to uvto fin. [* + erri to airro. 
III. 1. ei' rats rifxepaiq exeivaig. Lect. 

init. * Xlcrpo? ^£ [* — em to avTO, hie omissum, 

quia prsecedentibus adject. 
2. irpog Ttiv irvKtjv tov iepov [* $ tti/Aiji^ loco ^pav. 
5. Ti * hafietv [* — 7r«|o' ai/T(wi/. 
7. ea'Tepeca0tjo'av at fiaaetq avTOv xat [* § pro earepeti)- 

Oriaav avrov at fiatretg xat, 

11. xpaTovvToq he avrov rov Uerpov [* ^ avrov loco toi/ 
laBevroq ycuXov, 
xat TOV Icoavvrjv [* -f toi/. 

13. Cfxet^fiev i^apehcoxare [* + yuev. 
ijpvtjaaffOe * xaroi [* — ai/rov. 
. 18. 'rrpo<l>rjT6>v * itaJdetv [* — avrov, 

e7rAi;|(Ku(r«y oOra>c 0n. [* ^ pro ouTa>. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. III. & IV. 
III. 19. init. ei/ rat^ tjjj,€pai^ txetvou^ enre lierpo^ itfiog rov 
\aov» Lect. 

20. Tov TTpOKt^SipKrfievov vfuv [* $ loco TrpoKexrjpvyfjLevov, 

21. irayr»v rctfv ayieav ocn eaeavo^ owtov irpotftri'mv fin. 

* 

22. init. Mtai/atj^fAiv [* +v. 

yap €tne irpo^ rovi Trarepaq [* -f* eme. 

24. eAaAtjirai' * "npoKaTrjyyetJ^v [* — xai. 

25. eflre oi Y/oi [* + oi, 

irorcjOA^ vficDv hiycav. [Recent. * vfitop correxit rifuav, 
xai ev T^ [* "H ^^' 

26. 7ron}joift»v avrov fin. [*^ avrov pro vfiatv, 
IV. 1. init. ev rois ifuejoai^ tfxeivoi^. Lect. 

A0iA[Owra»v ^c ai/Ta>i/ [Superscriptum est minio : tcdv 
aTToarohcoy, 
2. diioM'iceii' *Tov \aow owroy^ xat [ * $ pro avrov^ rov "Kaov, 
5. xai Tov^ trpefffivrepov^ [* + rovq. 

KOI Tow$ ypofifxarst^ [* -+■ toi/?. 

ypa^nfiaret^ ev 'lepovtrahtfifA [* $ €v loco fi$. 

1 1. T<ov outo^fMov, 6 [* Recent, lined subduct^ notavit 

termination. fjMv, et superscrips. plowtcdu. 

1 2. carripta' ovhe yap [* ^ 3 pro t. 

ovopLa irepov eorrtv vtto [* $ pro ovofia tCTTiv irepoy 



tmo. 



13. init. ev rouq tifxepatq ixetvatq, Lect. 

^e<»>povvTeq huic voci minio superscript, nexus Lect. 
Oi loy^aioi. 

14. TOV Tt avdpoa-nov [* $ pro $c. 

avBpcDitov aw avTOtq j3Xs7rovT€(; iorwra. [* $ pro 
av^jOeuTTOi' fi\e7rovT€q avv avroiq iarcora, 

16. hvva^(0a apvuBat fin. [* loco $ apviiaoc&^at, 

17. oTreiAfj aittihinffofuda avToiq [* pro cofieOa, 

K 2 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. IV. & V. 

IV. 19. ajroKptdepreq tvnov Ttpoq atrrov^' [* $ pro airoKptdevrtq 
frpo^ avrovq eatav, 

21 . ir*K KoXaurotrrat canovq, [* Recent. «» superscripsit. 

22. ffr TrAeiwrcM' TM-ff-opaxoKra [* Rec. teiminationem 

vTtav linea delevit, et oveav superscripsit. 

23. init. €v rtiuq ^fupeuq txttvauq. Lect. 
aTtoKuBtvre^ de tihBov ob nexum Jject. superscript. 

m AttootoAoi. 

24. av u i Qeoq [* -f e/. 

32. KOfAa fua xeu if ^l^vxn' kou [* $ pro xo^d^ xoi h ^c'X'' 

33. Iji^ov HpioTOv' X^*^ [* H- yipt^TOv. 

34. T/9 ify ev f^ ^ ifi' loco vin|9;^e»'. 

35. exotfTo* xaA» ay [* Recent. koBo correxit super- 

scripto T/. 
37. vira|0%ovro( oin-ov aypov, [* ^ ovrov loco avre^. 
V. 3. ^e o Uerpoq [* + o. 

8. Je wjWK * OMmtv 6 lierpoq [* ^ wpo? oinniv pro ocin-iy. 

9. IleTpoi * irpo^ f* — etne, 

12. init. ev Tatq ^fupcuq exeiveaq. Liect. 

ATtoaToXMV eytvero (njfuta [* $ pro eyevero, 
TipaTa iroAKa tv t^i Kom, [* $ pro repara ev rep 
Aoo) TToAAa. 

15. Zcre kcu * eiq ra$ irAareio^ [* ^ xoi stq loco xora. 

lit 
eTTi xXivapMv kou [* ^ loco xhivrnv, 

17. o Apxup€v% KM [* — 1/ recent, superscrips. 

19. ^la * vvKToq [* — Tiys alius hoc superscrips. 

21. oxot/o'ai'rfi^ Je ev rai^ ifiepan; exeivcu^ [* Lect. 
eiari\6ov, ol AiroaroKoi, vno [* ob nexum Lect. seq. 

oi Airog^Tohot, 

22. ^e Ttapce^evofjLSvoi vntjpeTOt, ov^ [* ? P'O is vimpeTOt 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. V. VI. VII. 
V, 23. if>v\ouca^ * iffTtitToci [* — »5«. 

24. re * vrparrr^o^ [* — itptv^ xat 6. 

25. »K * ^c/Aoxif [* — Ti; recent. 
29» d< * Uerpoq [* — o. 

32. ev at/r^i e^/uei' [* Recent, linea subducta notavit 

cv auTtf, et superscripsit owtov, 
HviVfia * TO [* — Je. 

33. 01 de cv Tti ff/iepai^ exetyatq, Lect. 

• aKOVOvr€% ZieyrptoyTo [^ ^ loco aucoviravTt^. 

34. fipaxv * Toi^ [* — Ti • 
36. iavTOv fuyaVf <k» [* -+■ /*•>«»'• 

^ TtpoaexoyJuBttaav av^pcuv oLfuBfio^ ti)% rtrpoK. &c. 
[* $ pro ^ Tr/DoirexoAAij^f} apidftjoq avhp^v tixnt 
rerpoLK. &c. 

39. ov ^vvti(re<T0€ Karahvorat. [* ^ loco hvpaade, 

Iff 

4 1 . oTi xarti^uaOtiarfAy vntp rov ovofxaro^ rov \fi<rov artfi. &c. 

[* ? pro OTI vTrcjO rov ovopuxro^ avrou et 4* I»7^o«'» 

42. ei/ayye\i{byuei/oi rov Xpt<rTov Ivio-qw, [* $ pro evay 

ye^^ofuvot Itjaovv rov 'Xpto'TOv. 
VI. 8. init. tvToi^ tjfxepatq exetvou^, Lect. 
•trTiriprii )(apiros xai [* loco wioreaK* 

13. TTOLVSTca \aKcov prj/JLara fiKaff^tyjuK xara [* $ pro 

Ttaverat pti/jMra p\a(r^nfxa. Tsahmv Kara. 
VII. 2. otKouaaT€ yuow* 'O [* Recent, subducta linea notavit 
fiovj et in margine adscripsit : abuhdat 

4. riv vw vfui^ [* $ pro vjj^i^ wv. 

5. ^ovvoLi aurnu ti^ K(K.T€W)(tviv OMntjf, xai [* $ pro 

^owai €t^ Karaff^sfftv avTrjVj xat. 
10. xai e^* oAoi'. [* + €<p>\ 

14. /urexaXeaaro laxeofi rov Ttarepa avrovy xai [^ $ 

pro furexoLksffaro rov Ttartpa aCrov laxeafi xat. 
ifi^ofjufxqpra Trevre >l^vx<Mi fin. [* ? pro ^t/;^a/$ 
ifiiojjinxovTa •ntvrt fin. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. VII. 

VII. 15. init. Kat xarefifi [* -)- xoei. 
* laKoifi [* — he. 

16. lAvnfjLariy Q) eovniraTo [* Recent, p delevit, et 6 su- 

perscripsit. 
tfifwp €v 2i/%e/u [* $ ev loco Toi/. 

17. Je iryy'^f*' o \povo^ [* rf f pro «•. 

1 8. erepo^ e-n AtyvTrroVy ©s [* + «7r' Aiyinrro>^. 
20. eysvvtjhi Mo^i/ViKy mm [* S pro Mwoir^* 
22. xat * epyoi^ avrov [* — f i'. 

26. xoci 0wiiWa(r€y avrovq [* Recent. ^wnKoffev super- 
scrips. 
odeA^ eoTTS * ivart [* — vfut^* 

30. Kvpiov ev Ttvpi (l>\oyas fiarttu fin. [* ^ Ki/jOioi/ ev 

tp\oyt TTvpog fiarov fin. 

3 1 . Ki/jt>/oi/* * Eyft) [* — TT^ ovrov* 

34. dei//oo, ocTTOtf-re/Aft) «re [* Recent, linea subducta 
0TeiAa» notavit, et o-reAo) superscrips. 

35. hutMTIflf e<l>* nf^M^ TOVTOV [* -|~ C^* ^f*^^' 

XurpcoTtiv aTteffrahxev ev [* Recent, in marg. notav. 
AI. aTTCoreiAei/. 

36. JTOincFa^ (njfAeia xau repara ev [* $ pro itoinifafi re- 

joaf a xoi (rtjfieta ev, 

37. cffTi * Ma>i^s [* — i/ et o. Recent, i/ et o super- 

scrips. 
40. yap '^loyvirn^ ovro^ {/^ $ '^omr^ loco Moxrij^. 

Ti eyeveTo avr^ [* ^ pro yeyov^v. 
42. /AOi ev Tjy epiyic^ erif reaaroipouiOVTa, ouco^ [* $ pro 

M<>< €Tf7 TeffffOLpaKOvra ev Tp epmfMfy outoq. 
1 i. TO) Ma>i>(n7, "noi^frai [* -f •'• 

01/ ictpaxev fin. Recent, terminationem £v liuea sub- 
ducta uotavit, et xsi subscripsit. 
55. 7r\tipti^ TTiffTewq xat TlievfjiaToq. [* 4* 'nufrecas mou. 
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ACT. APOST. Gap. VIII. & IX. 

VIII. 2. tnotii^au* xoTrerov [* — to, alius hoe superscripsit. 

5. init. €v rai^ fifAtpat^ cMivatq, Lect. 

6. vito * ^iKm-nov [* — rov, 

7. Poeavra <f>wvri /ityahrj [* $ pro fiocDvra fxiyahri (ffeavrj* 
e^tipx^yTo TToWoi [* ^ pro i^np)(eTo. 

8. ey«vrro de x^f^ [* + ^*' 

12. oi/oyiMXTo? * If;o'oi/ [* — rov recent, in marg. ad- 
scrips. 

14. avrovi * XIstjooi^ ^[* — tov recent, in marg. ad- 
scrips. 

16. owo€ TTca yap [* 4- 5e. 

17. TOT* eneridecrap ra^ [* ^ loco enertOovv, 

18. init. ev rai; fjfiepatq exetvaiq, Lect. 
«oa>v 3e [* i pro ^ta<rafievo%. 

21. evBeta evavrtov tov [* ^ loco ei/a)7rioi/. 

25. «i5 'lepoffohvfJLa, ttoAAoc [* ^ pro 'l4/)oi/<r«Af;/A. 

Te xojjMg reav [* Recent, o delevit, et «> superscrips. 

26. init. 9v roug ijjuLepatq exeivai^, Lect. 
28. avTOV, * aveyivaxTxe [* — xat, 

30. avay/vftMrxovTO? 'Mcralav rov irpotprjTtjVj [* ? pro 
avayiPaxTKOvToq tov 'Trpoifttirnv 'Haoaav, 

34. 6 irpo^trrti^ rovTo heyet ; ntpi [* $ pro 6 irpo^tjiiis 
htya rovTo ; irept 

37. e/Wf de at/ra>, Ei [* ^ ai/riu loco o ^lA/wros. 

TJ75 xaphwi ffoVf e^tcriv [* -^ ^oi/. 

eiv«/ * Iifffovv [* — TOV recent, superscrips. 

39. oU/Toi/ x^'P^^ fi^* [* Recent, o delevit. et t» super- 

scrips. 

40. init. ev rouq i^pcaq enetvatq, Lect. 

IX. 2. 0^01/ * av^potq [* — oi/r«^. Recent, in marg. ad- 
scripsit, Al. add. ovraq. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. IX. 

IX. 3. La^tatfw^' g ^ g i ^ H K TC ovTVr nt^mrrpeafof ^•tq €m top 
ovpa^QVy fin. [* $ pro Aff/igyyy xoi e^cu^vns 
jrepniffTpa^af awTO¥ ^$tq ovo r0v-«»payovyfin. ^ re 
et cjK pro xoi et awo. 
4. 9Roi/ffe ^M^ A«yovw( avrw. [* Recent, in ^«m^ 
delerit q, ei v superscr. AryovrtK ▼cro termina- 
tionem ^iKlinea subducta notavit^ etov superscr. 
b. 6 ^ * ry«# [* — fii/pioq ttwev, 

xerrpa AajKT<(|efv* rpefjmtf rt mom .^ftflmv tnnr KiupUj 



6. ^cM an ce [* Recent, ori linea sobducta notavit, et 
in margine adscripsit. (Rect. rt.) 

10. Ttpoq oanov ev optKiiart 6 Kvpto^ Avavta. [* $ proir^ 
avuTov 6 Ki/yMiK ey opofion' ArariOK. 

12. oy^jMc Avoeyioy oMi/iari uvMmrrm^ [* $ pro ovSpa 



ovTA* ^eipa(, ov*K [* ^ pro %«pa. 

13. dc * AiMwiaq [* — o recent, saperscrips. 

15. ejcAoyiK mti /aoi our<K [* $ pn> exAoTivs fuM eoTir 

oi/ros. 
19. evu-^^i/t^cy. cv Toig q|^«/»ai$ tK tn m t jj cycrnv [* Lect. 

, 20. exifpva^t rov Itiaovr, on [* ^ Lgrovr loco Xpitrrcrr. 

21. Oirrov^ ovflvyayi; on [* j pro ctyecfn- 

22. Jioi (nf^9X€&9 Tovq. [* Recent. •vr<%e0'e linea sub- 

ducta notav. et trwexwt superscripsit. 

24. Ttoiprrnpov^ ro Ze tuu ra/q irvXai^ [* Recent, o punctis 

notav. et c superscripsit. 

25. dc o/ fjLoBifTat pvKToq, ita tov Tuyovq KaSn»aa» oMnov, 

XaXa9a¥T€^ [* $ pro ^ cunev oi fLoSnrai wKToq, 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. IX. & X. 
IX. 28. Tov Kvptov * eKa\et [* — IifO'oi/. 

29. €'Kf)(eipovv owtKuv oi/rov fill. [* % pro tirtx^tpovv 
avTOP avehitp. 

32. init. tv rouq i/itpaiq €kuvcu^. Lect. 

33. av0payirov * opflyuari Atveav^ e^ [* — > Ttva. et $ 
37. ef T€f wrepe^ [* + ry. 

39. txyatrroiq dc o IleTjtXK [* + o. 

40. 6 lierpoi^ kou 5«i5 [* + xat, 

42. KOU STtio'Teva'ap 7roAAo< «7ri [* ^ 

43. eyevero d< ai/rov nfiepaq ixava^ futvou ev [* $ pro 

eyevero de ryjispai ixcofa^ fuivcu avrov ev. 
[ X. 1. init. ev rouq ^uLepauq exetvoui, Lect. 

3. ^av«/K0$ tfq Ttepi a»pav [* ^ «s frepi loco cwirei. 

4. jjLvtffwawov efiTtpoadev tov Oeov [* i loco evti}Trtov. 

5. 7refi\lfOv avopatq et^ loinrfip, xou [* $ pro ttc/u^oi/ e<$ 

6. ^oKatraav * fin. [* — ovto% AoAiyo'ei aot rt ae iet 

motetv fin. 

7. AoAwv avrip, <t>(avti(ra^ [* ^ pro T<p IkopvrjiKit^, 
9. i^tTfopowTcav avTotv, km [* ^ pro exeii^o)!'. 

10. ^« ai/TftH' eyei^rro eit avrw [* ^ avTcov eyepero, loco 

exetpcop e-reeTreaep, 

11. xoerovdaivoi/ * o-xevo^ [* — ew'ai/roj'. 

12. rerpocKohay * xai ra ipnera rifs yi}$9 x^u [^ — xoi ra 

14. Kvpie' * oi/dr7roT€ [* — on. 

16. opeKii^dfi ocnavra etq [* $ loco ro axevo^. 

17. o «/fc, * thov [* — x«/. 
a7re0'Ta\uei/oi vito tov [* ^ pro ano. 
Till' oixetap TOV [* Recent, e delevit. 

19. iiiTpov Tt ep0vfxov/jLepov [* +ti. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. X. 

X. 20. htotxptvofievoq ort eya> [* pro hort, 

21. init. fv Tou^ ^/xepatq SKstPcu^, Lect. 
is 6 Tlsrpoq [* + 6. 

avipa^ * eiTte [* — rpvq amsffroLKfuvov^ aito tov Kop- 
vnJitov irpo^ mnov enrsy, 

22. axovffat prjfJM irapa aw, [* Recent. pt|^ linea sub- 

due ta notavit, et in marg. pnfMcra adscripsit. 

23. eiravpiov avaaraq 6 lierpos [* + avaerraq, 

Tiv€i * adf A^v [* — T<»v recent, hoc superscrips. 
airo * lomrtti [* — Ttj^. 

24. t;; de eiravptov [^ -|- dc. 

25. 7rod«( ai/roi/$ ftpoasKvvtiaev [* -f* ai/roi/$. 

26. IleTjOo^ nystpiv avrov heyt^v' [* ? pro Yltrpoq avrov 

nysipt Atyck)!/. 
avoumiOty xau yap eyci> ai/ro$ [* + yap ^ xocya>. 

28. aAAo^i/Ao)* xo/io/ eiet^sv 6 Qso% fiifieva [* $ pro 

aAAo^vA(k)* X0(i cyuo/ 6 Geo$ cdei^e fufieva, 

29. /liTairefi^^etq, itvvOavofjMu [^— tf. recent, hoc su- 

perscrips. 

30. eo'Ti; «varr/ov ft.ov [^ ^ loco €VA»7r<oy. 

32. xoi furaittfLy^at ^Sufjuuva [^ ^ pro /ueraxficAM'a/. 

33. 0^0/ vTTo TOV Kvplov fin. [* ^ pro Qeov, 

34. init. av ra/^ fifupatq tnetpaiq, Lect. 
orrofiot otvTOVy eiiriv [* -f- avroc/. 

39. ^fieiq * fiaprvpe^ [* — «(r/i«y. 
ei/ * Ti; x<»i»<? [* — T*. 
6v xat apsi\ov [* -|- xat, 
44. er*, «i/ ratq rffxepat^ exeivaiq [* Led. 
^ 47. i^Jft)/) dt/vara/ riq xtaKvaat^ tov /irj [* $ pro vda)|t> 

xa)Ai/o-ai di/varai rtq tov /irj, 
eXafiov <ws x«i jj/ici? fin. [* $ loco xot^?. 



>k 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. X. XI. XII. 
X. 48. ovofiart Iijffov Xpurrov' tots. [* S ^V<^ov Xptarov pro 
TOV K^vpiov. 

XI. 3. oTt €tarrjh0eq Ttpoq avhpaq axpofivartav sp^ovrocg, xai 

[* ? pro OTt TTpoq ap}ipaq axpofivffrtav e^ovra^ 
£t<rrih0ei xat. 

7. iiKOVffa he xat (fxuvtjq [* +xa/. 

8. OTt * xotvop Tt ti [* — irav. -j- t/. 

10. xa/ av€(ma(r6ti iraAtv dnuvTa [* $ pro X6i< ttocAiv 
aveOTTOLffdij aTtavTot,' 

12. jMrfiev htaxptvavTa tjKdov [* ^ loco diaxjCMi/o/ucf^oi/. 

13. ayyehop TOV Qeov ev [* +^toi/ Qeov, 
loTnnjv *, xa/ [* — avhpa^. 

16. eAeyev* oTt leoavvtiq [* + or*. 

17. ryw * T<g [* — he, 

J 8. xat eho^affAv top Qeov [* Recent, terminatiotieni 
erav linea subducta notavit, et in marg. ^ov 
adscrips. 

19. owj ev Toug ^fupatq exetvatq. Lect. 
hacntapevTeq auo Trjq [* ob nexum lect. oi A7ro<rToAo« 

superscrips. 

20. Ttpes ehBovTeq eiq [* Recent. eTiBovTeq linea sub- 

ducta notavit, et in mar. eu-eA^ovres adscrips. 
eAoAot/i^ xoi TTjOog [* 4* '<«'• 

21. fjLST avTcdv* TOV taffdou avTOvq nohvs [* + tov taffdat 

avTovq. 
25. Tapaov * ai/a^ijrijora/ [* rr- o Bapvafiaq. 

evpedv *\ nyocyev *^ etq [* * — ai/TOi/. *' — avTOv, 
28. /xryai' * €<rec0»t [* — fxeKketv. 

XII. 3. /J«i' d€ oTi [* ^ he pro x«/. $ pro xat tho>v, 

5. TOV Qeov Ttept avTov [* ^ loco virep. 

6. oe efieWe ** frpoayayetv avTov 6 'HjtwwJfjs 

[* ? pro he efxeWev avTov -npoayeiv u 'Wpoahriq, 
** ^ pro Ttpoayetv, 



• 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XII. & XIII. 
XII. 8. he oCfTotq, Kiou [* $ pro oiyro). 

J7T<i oi/rcyuar/ tjvotx^ii [* $ pro ayrofiuTij, 

11. rifTjOoSy ei' cai/To) yevflyu^yo^y e<7re [^ $ pro lierpo^, 

12. init. ev roig fifupai^ eaeipots* Lect. 

<ri/i/<^i' r< o ITrTjOOs ijA^cv [* o Herpoi ob nexum 

Lect. 
wvvn$poia/MtPot A^ehiftoi xfu [* + aieh<l>ot, 
17. ^/ijyijo-aTO * nra»5 [* — avroii. 

tnt€ Je avT^* ATrmyyetKare [* + aurotq. 

19. «5 * KoMO'a/oe^ai/ [* — rtjv, 

20. aurtav *, diro [* — f f;i/ ^atpav, 

21. Q/i«jO(X * 'UjOCudt}^ [* — o. 

25. init. ev ra/^ ^fiepai^ eKUPouq, Lect. 

'Icpoi/a-6cAi}/i ei5 Avrioj^eiav Trhnpt^avre^ [* + ci$ 

AvTio^etav, 

XIIL 1. Je**!/ [*— Tii^fj. 

2. xat * 2ai;Aoi/ [* — top, 

4. init. 0cvro/ fiev [* avrot recent, linea sub^iicta 

notavit, et in marg. ovroi adscripsit. 

vTro Tov dytov Ut/evfiaro^f xartjXdov [* $ pro vito 

'Tov Tlpeu/AaTO^ tov dytov, Komi7\0oy, 

£<5 * XeKevKetavj [* — tiiv, 

«iS * KvTTpov [* — TtJV, 
iffg 

ei^jooi/ avdpa Ttva [* + oi.vhpa, 

7. Aoyov Tot/ KiyjOioi;, fin. [ $ loco 9eoi/. 

8. o yuayos, oi/ra>$ y«|t) [* ^ pro oiyrw. 

12. e7ria'T€i/«'«/, iK7rAt;rro/iei/a$ £wi [* $ loco cxTrAiyo'a'o- 

13. init. ei^ rous fifupai^ exetvats. Lect. 
Ttepi * Ilai/Aoi^ [* — TOP, 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XIII. & XIV, 

XIII. 15. aen€<nei,\oiv mpoq avrov% ot ecp^unfyayojyoi, Xeyovnq' 

[* $ pro atreffretTiav oi apX'^ffvvaycoyoi Ttpo% avrovq^ 

15. u Ti% €ffTtp e¥ vfiiv Xoyoq 'noLpaKKn(fsct>^ [* $ pro c« 

25. init. ev rou^ fifupcu^ txuvat^, Lect. 
no^oDP avTou \vaai [* + avrov. 

26. rai/Ti;? e^aTreflraAi} fin. [* S pro a^reoToiA};. 
29. rrf Ae^oH/ *7rarra ra [* — a. 

31. otTtvgq vw €ifftv avTOv fiaprvpe^ Ttpo^ [* $ pro omve^ 

€i<ft fiopTvpe^ avrov irpoq, -t" ^i^i'* 
33. ^dKfi^ ytypawTou rep hevrepqt' Yio^ [* $ pro ^aXfua 

39. vofuf Mfr>vVfft^$ ^ixaiw^iyi^ai, [^ $ pro Ma>or£ft)^. 

41. ^VfjuBuraTiy Kou mtpKt^are^ Kat \^ •{•not tmphe^art. 

42. ^e «i/To>v **, •napSKoKovp *** «? [* + avretiv, 

** — ex Ttj5 ffi/vaycuyij? Twy Ioi/^/o>»'* *** — t« 

43. oMTTov^ Tfpofffuvuv Tp [^ ^ pro inifuvetv, 

44. T<5» * ejO^^o/uei^a) [* — ^e. 

Aoyoi' Tov Kvptov fin. [* ^ pro 9coi/. 

45. Afy<j/*evoi5 * fiXaff^/iovvni [* — avT/AryofT^g xa/. 
47. eivou * ei$ [* — <re, 

49. init. xou ^/e^cpcro * o Aoyo; [* — ^e, + xa/. 
Ki/jt)/ov KfA0* oAij? [* ^ pro h\ 

50. xoEi * Bappaffav [* — toi/. 

51. TTO^A)!/ * eTT* OCVTOI/^ [* aVTCOV, 

XIV. 1 . lovdatMP * re [* — xai haXtiffai ovreaq axrre nicrrev- 

trou lov^cav. Recent, haec in marg. adscrips. 
'EAhflvcDv -nXnBoq ttoAi/, fin. [* ? pro 'EAAt^vo^f iroAv 
ttAi}^. fin. 
2. ^ aireidftaaPTS^ loviouoi, [* $ loco ansiBowrtq, 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XIV. 
XIV. 4. ttAii^ * • tsat [* — Tf;$ ?ro\ca>f . 

xare^vyov oi httovToKoi eij [* + oi AiroarroXot^ ob 
nexum Lect. 

8. ai/TOi/ a»v, 6^ [^ ^ loco xntapx^v, 

ovhenart itep^vnarnaev fin. [^ ^ pro •nefHemwaTtiKeL, 

9, ovro( tiKov4re rov [* ^ pro tjKeve, 

oTi «;^e/ •mariv rov [ $ pro ori iriffriv exj^i rov. 
] 0. ^ciPtj, Sot \tyet> €v rep ov(y«ar/ rov Kvptov Invov Xpia- 
rov, Avaa0ifTi [* + Sdi Aeyft» €v T<p OMiybiar/ toi/ 

K(/{9<0I/ \tl90V 'XpUTTOV. 

13. TToAfio)? *, ravpovq [* — avTft»i'. 

14. avTcovj e^einfitiffay etq [* ^ pro eiaeTni^riaav, 

15. Ocov * fopTa [* — TOI'. 

17. a^aixePf aya0ovpyeoy, ovpavo$£v [* i pro aya0O7roi6)v, 
fifuv didoi/^ i/€rov^ KOI [* ? pro fifjuv verovq dtiovq xat, 

19. init. haTpi/dovTMv de ai/rft)^ xou ht^duncovrcaVf titiihBov 

oimo hvTio^ua% Kai Ixoptov Iovhcu9iy kou ^tahtyofit- 
vtav avTtav Trappncria. awsmaav rov^ o^Kov^ aito- 
crrtivou ait* avrtav^ heyovr^i on ov^ey aAif^s heyov- 
triv a\Ka itama^y^tyhovrouy xai \i^a<ravTeq avrov 
rt$vtiKevaif fill. + huxrpifi. &c. ad fin. 

20. CTravpiOPf ev rati rjfigpai^ SKStvou^* [^ Lect. 

* 
e^tjhOev, 6 Uavhos, ffvv [* + o Ilai/Ao^ ob nexum 

Lect. 

:ffc 

21 . KOLt «9 IxOVtOV [* + €/{. 

Kai etq Avrto^etav [* + si^> 

22. fiadf\TCi)V hat itapaxaKovvre^ [* + xai. 

23. avTotq Kara exxXijartav Trpefffivrepovq Ttpoaev^a/j,. &c. 

[* $ pro avTOt^ Trpearfivrepovs Kar exxXtiatav itpoa- 
ev^fxfievot, 
fji$ra ptjffTetix^ TtapeOevro [* $ pro vriirTeicap, 
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ACT. APOST. XIV. & XV. 

XIV. 27. 6<ra 6 Geo^ eTtotticre fier ai/TA>v, [* J pro 6(ra eirottiffiv 

6 Ocos /A£T* avTMv. 

XV. 2. 7ev(]yu€vtK ^« orafl^cw^ [* ^ pro ovv, 

fin. [^ -f xoi OTt tfvot^e rotq eivevt ^pav TriaTeaq (in. 
5. init. ev ratq ij/u,epat^ enttvais* Lect. 
7. ^« fi;Ti^€tt)? 7«i/o/iei/f7?, [* $ loco 0'i/^tjrt}a'ea)g. 

ap^MMV ev v/juv e^eXe^aro 6 Oeoq hta [* $ pro 
ap^MCDP 6 Qeo^ ev fifuv e^e\e^aTo ita. 
13i efftytfcrav ie to 'ttKijOos airav^ nat [* ? pro etriyrjae ^c 
irav TO 9rAf}^$, xai $ 

17. o7r«5 * ex^}7rt}(ra)0'iv [* — av, 

*** 

18. init. * d trrt yv<»<rra ** avTta an at»vo^ fin. [*-}-« 

**+ owTo^ *** — Tft» 0€<y irapTa Ta efyya auTOv, et + 
■ 20. aAA' eTTfore/Aoe/ [ i pro aAAoe. 

T6}v eihoi)heov^ xat tov odfiaTO^^ kou tov -nviKTOv, xat Ttj^ 
TTopveia^j [ $ pro tcov e<^Aa)v, xat tij^ Ttopveta^^ 

KOU TOV irVtKTOt^ Xai TOV OU/JMTOqf 

xat ova av /it} ^thoaaiv avTOtq ytveff^ai, irtpotq firj TtoteiVy 
fin. [* + xcK/ usque ad finem. 

25. ofioBvfioubov, exM^ofievoi^ av^paq [^ ^ pro exXs^afjievovq. 

26. Ta? iavTtav yj^vxp^i avTttv vTtep [* ? pro Ta% yj^v^aq 

avTeav xmep, 

28. fufev TtTietov etriTtSeadai [* $ loco irAeov. 

TrXtjv TOvTcov T€av eTravooyxeq fin. [* $ pro TrAfji/ tcwv 
enavayxe^ tovthop fin. 

29. ayrex^^^' ethtoKoBvrov, xat [* ^ pro tt^toXoBvToiv, 
TTopvttaq. Post hanc vocem add. xat ova fxn ^eKere 

iavTOts yiveoBatj STepotq firi Ttoteiv* e^ d)v, 

30. amoXvBsvTe^ xaTtj\0ov ei? [* $ xaTrihdov pro ri\6ov* 
33. irpoi Tovq oKOcrTeiKefLVTa^ avTovq fin. [* $ loco irpoq 

Tovq AnooToKov^ fin. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XV. & XVI. 
XV. 34. eiTtfutva4 avro6t fin. [^ ^ pro omtov, 

35. init. €v ratq ^fupouq txsipoi^. Lect. 

36. aiehi^ov^ * xara iraerav [* — riftMV, 

37. ^e €0ov\tTO [* i pro eflovKeva-aro. 
avfiirapaKafitiv * ItMiivvfiv [* — tov, 

38. /Lit} 4rvfinapaAafjkfiap€ty rovrov [^ ^ pro avp^TtaftOLKoL- 

fiitv, 
XVI. 1. ywo/xo^ * loi/^as [*— Tifo?. 

3. ccirorre; on 'EAAiyi' o Tramp ovtov irmip^ev, (in; 

[* — et -f pro dnmirrtq tov trarepa avrov on 
'£AAi;v vinip\ev fin. 

4. rrapih^vv avratq if^vhaffaetv [* ^ pro auroii. 

5. xoi ttttpivasvovTO rf» [^ ^ pro snepmrirtvov. 
7. eTre^yMK^ov «$ rip/ [* ^ pro xara. 

itopevw0(M * fin. [* — xoi ovk etcmrsv avrovq ra 
Uvci/yua fin* 
9. r<$ Mocxc^y iji/ cotoK} ^(0^ 9rajt>axaAa>i' [* $ pro tk 

10. fis * Moxc^woi' [* — Tni/. 

o Geo$ ivay^eKwaa&at [* ^ loco Ri/|0/os. 

12. Koucei^ev * «/? [* — re. iicaxetdev pro exedkv. 

13. ri;^ TTi/AiK 7ra|9a [* S pro 7roA£a)$. 

14. Gcov, liKovtrtv* ns [* ^ loco i|xoi/ev. 

15. Kai itaq 6 outo^ [* + ira^* 

ai/Tt}^, Tra/oexaXei, htyovaa' [* £ pro TropexaXeore. 

16. init. ev rouq ^/lepaiq €K€tvatq. Lect. 

17. KaTayyeKSovariv vfiti/ oW [* -^ loco ^v. 
24. ToiavTriv Aoc/Swv, tfiaXev [* ^ pro ti\ii^q. 
26. ^£0)ua av$t$ti, e^VTTvo^ [* ^ pro avt^n, 

28. fTpa^pq iauT^ kocxov [* ^ pro 0reai/rw. 
31. xa/ 7r«s o Oix<K [* + was. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XVI. & XVII. 

XVI. 32. Tov Kupiov, <rvv trafft] rri otxttf aurov fin. [* $ pro tov 

Kuptov, xai Ttaffi roi^ ev rri oiKio, avrov fin. 
37« avTot e^txyayerot^av r^fia^ fin. [* $ pro avrot ij^uo^ 
^ayaytTc^ay fin. 

38. init. cartryyetKay [* i pro avnyyet\ap» 

^s ot pafiiou^t TOtq arpaTnyotq ravra' [* $ pro i« 

Toiq ffTparnyois ot pafi^ov^ot ra fryjMta ravra. 
t^finBfia'av. OS axovffavreq [^ -f- de. 

39. tipanMP am€>J$ziv arto rtig 7ro\ea»s fin. [* ^ pro «(cA- 

0etv. 

40. ^e «wo rtti [* ^ pro «x. 

in 
u<niS0ov irpoq rtjv [* ^ loco f/?. 

XVII. 1. init. gp rauq ifupou^ exeivat^, Lect. 

de o/ aTtoaroJiot rtp/ [* H~ o' aftocrrohoi ob nexum. 
Lect. 
4. KOI riveq * eTTi^Tijirav, xoi [* — ■ ef ai/r<»i^. ** pro «7rf i- 
a$n(rav» 
*£AAi7i^a»i^ ?rA^^$ ttoAi/, ^c/voixw [* $ pro *E,\\tiv»p 

5. ^e o/ lovdaioi oi aituOowrs^^ xat [* J pro de o/ aTrei- 
Bomrre^ lovhaiot xai* 
ayofHXitav avdpag rtva^ 'novtipov^ [* $ pro ayopateov 

rivas av^pa^ Ttovtipov^* 
rtjv itoKtv x«T* mvroDv* xat tmaroMrrs^ ** rtj [* $ xar 

avra}P xat, ** — t«. 
OHn-oi/f itpoayayuv u% [* ^ loco ayayttp* 
T. fiacrihea hspov heyovT€% avat, Itjcrovv fin. [* ? pro y8«- 
r/Aeoe Atyovre^ irepov etvfxi Irj(rovv fin. 

10. dia * pvxTo^ [* — TiK» 

11. 7rpo0vfiia^, * x«tf nf*€pav [* — * to» 

13. tf'aAei/oi^ec xat rapaaaovre^ rov^ [* -}- xai rapma- 

ffoyreq, 

L 
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ACrr. APOST. Cap. XVII. & XVIII. 



* 



XVII. 14. ^aXaaarav virefiuvav dt [* $ pro (ntifuvov. 



« 



15. lHavKov^ ^hdov ktaq [* $ loco iiyayov avrov, 

16. mhej^o^ievou tov Ilat/Aot/, avrovq vapeo^vvero [* $ pro 

exde;^o/Li£i/oi/ avTOvq rov HeufKov irapca^vveTo, 
€v eat/ra>, Beatpowroq xarei^tithov [* ^ loco ev avrto, 

17. TO/5 loi/Jtfioi? * xai [* — xai T0/$ ffefiofievoiq, 

18. Je xoi T<wi/ [* -f- *«'• 

avaaroLffiv avrov ei/iTyycAi^rro airroi^ fin. [* ? pro 

at'atrrao'O' avTotq ei/iryycAif ero fin. + oi^oc/. 

lit 

19. Tff ai/Toi/, fiTM [* ^ pro avTov. 

20. yi'<w»'a< riva BeXot [* ^ loco Ti ay, 

24. yijj virap^Qiv Kvpio^, ovx, [* $ pro ym Kvpto^ Cirap- 

^WI/, OVK. 

26. Trai' yevo$ avdpamtav. [* ^ pro e^i^o;. 

opiffaq Ter(xyfisvov<; xaipovq, [* ^ loco itpOTtray' 
fievev^, 

27. TOV Geoi/, e< [* S pro Ki/|0/ov. 

yc y^tKot^tjaeiev avrov [* ^ pro ^^iiKa^n^Bimw. 
fxaxpav «^' €1/05 ixacrrov, [* ^ pro aw> efo?. 

ijpui/ aTre^o*''''® fin* [* ^ pro v-noLpywra, 
lift 

31. init. xaJdori tariffrav [* ^ pro ^lori. 

32. trov rtepi rovrov iraAiv fin. [* ? pro o-oi/ TroAn/ n$pt 

rovrov fin. 

XVIII. 1, fjLera * Tain*a [* — ^e. 

2. x«< XI/O/o'x/Aai/ ywaiKa [* — A. 

TO irpoarera^evat Khfxv^tov [* ^ pro htarera^evat, 
Ioi/$«/0(/$ «7ro T>;? [* $ pro ex. 

5. lov^aiotq eivat rov [* + etvw» 

6. exr<i/a^o^ei/o5 avrov ra [* + avrov. 

7. exetOev et(rriK6ev €tq [* ^ pro fjA^tfv. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XVIII. & XIX. 



* 



XVIII. 9. o Kvpio^ ev pvKTt ^1* opofiaTOi t^ [* ? pro 6 Kvpio^ 

di' opafjLOXO^ ev vvkti t^, 

13. vojjutp avajretOst ovToq rovq [* ? pro vo/iov ovroq 

avairttSet rot/^. 

14. fjisv * nv [* — ovv, 

15. Je ^f}riyA«cTa wt/ [* $ pro ^tjriyia. 

17. TOVTc»v efieW$ tm raKhtwvi fin. [* $ pro tovtwi/ ra* 

F<xAAi<k)w sfxeKev fin. 

18. airora^o^vo^ aunoi^f e^eTrAsi. [* -h ai/ro*?. 
xe/pa^evoq ev Keyxpeea^ rttv Ke<f>a)iijv' ei^s [* ? pro 

xetpa/Aevoq rtjv KecffaXttv ev Ktyxpeai^ eiye. 

19. et<rt>\$aiv em rtjv [* $ pro «/?. 
O'l/va^o^yi;!/, ^leAc^aro T015 [ ^ loco d<eAc;^(9i7. 

21. oAA* a9rora^«/ici/09 ai/ro/^, xat entcav iraAtv' [* ^ loco 

KTrera^aTO. ** -|- xai. *** — ^et yite iravrot; rriv 
eofyrnv Ttjv epxofievtiv Troirjffoa eti '\tpo(Tohvfia, 

22. init. ev ratg tifupou^ extivat^, Lect. 

* xareA^on/ 6 Flat/Ao^ et^ [* — xtxi, ** -f- o Ilai/Xo? 

ob nexum. Lect. 
arTTocj-o^i/o^ toi/? a^eT^ovq xarefiti [* ^ loco Ttjv 

€xx\tj<riav. 

25. xarti^rifievo^ rov \oyov rov [* ^ pro Tt^v o^ov. 
TO!/ Ii70rot/, emara/jLevo^ [* ^ pro i(^t/|0<oi/. 

26. ai/roi; * #ca/ [* — Axvhaq xat UptaxiT^Ka^ irpofft\oi- 

fiovTO avT9v, 
XIX. I. init. ev Taiq ^/j^pat^ exetvoa^. Lect. 

fieptjy xar s\0etv etq [* -f xar. 

3. re * eiq [* — vpoq avrovq, 

4. ItMKvvtji * efiaTrriae [* — /Aff. 

. 7. ourei da>d(ica fin. [* ^ pro dexa^i/o fin. 

1 0. Kvptov *, liot/i^/oi/^ [* — Itie'ov. 

12. a^evot/vroc^ aTto:f>epe<r6ai a-no [* ^ pro err/. 

L 2 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XEL & XX. 

XIX. 12. aaiop€vtff^eu ** turxjupm^v [* Z pro e{epj^ev#Bu. 

** — oa^ aanm¥, 

1 3. Tiyf? JMU TMw [* + xai. — onrtf . 

Xtyotrrei' V^ooKi^ofuw ipa^ \^ i pro *OyMu{i]ytfr. 

14. rjrra vuh tovtq [* + moc. 

15. emev currot^ Taw [* + •'. **airra«5. 

16. JKOi cirfXa^9c)tfey<K ** o [* rf pro e^oAXofuwaq. ** — e» 

currovq, 

•* i pro KaraxvpieMHraq, *** + «u. 

17. ryevrro tto^i yvtrrov \mi^aum% f* 5 P^o rynnw 

21. KOi TlfV A^^OUXy [* + TJfK. 

eti *Iepov(roAvfiay etirc»p' [* ^ pro 'lepowraXMifu 

26. /ioyov TiK ^4^&rov [* + Tif5- 

27. "hrfffOnvai^ fuKSei ** jmu [* ^ pro/icAAeiy. ** — je. 
MixBaupeurdat tik /bteyacAefonrro^ avn^, [* ^ loco rif¥ 

28. ^vfiOUf expa^ov, Keyovreq' [* ^ pro exjEwl^v. 

33. ox^f^ trweptfiaa'av AKe^avipov [* t pro wpotfit- 
ficurav. 

35« eoTiy a»0ptt7rwv 6q \^ t pio of^pAnnK* 
fuyaXm * A/»rQLu3bc [* — 5c0c$. 

36. 'TT^Nnrerec "npouriretv^ fin. [* ^ loco upecmw, 

37. Ti;i' 0«w vfjM>v [* ^ pro ^eflcy. 

38. Tex»''T(ai €xouat irpoq rtva hoyov^ ciyopatoi [* J pro 

re^ytTai -rrpoq nva Koyov e\ov<nv^ eefopatoi, 

39. irepov * i^tirene [* — «w/. 

XX. 1. init. ^opvfiov, fjLSTOcoTStXco/jLevoq 6 UavKoq rov^ /jugtBtiraq, 

[* i pro TOP ^opvfiovy TtpoffKaXeaoLfuvo^ 6 YiavKoq 
rovq fioBnraqy kou cwTrourofJLSvoqy ^ijX0€ irop9v$tivou. 



\ 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XX. 
XX. 3. yepo^vif^ eTrtjSovXti^ avre^ tfrro [* $ pro yevofuvtis 

avayeffOat em rtiv [ $ loco «?. 
4. ^omaTpoq Trvppov Beppoiao^' QeaffaXoviKec^ 
[* + irvppov. ** ^ pro Bepotouo^. 

6. T|t>4»aJa aj(pi ifiepcav [* ^ pro a'Xpi^* 

7. ffafiParcaVy ev rai^ rjfxepat^ enetvat^, Lect. 
(rvi/iiyfiev»v fifuov ** xAao'ai [* ^ pro t^v fiadnr^v, 

haec superscrips. ** — rov, 
Aoyoi^ ^XP' fi^o-oi/vKTiov [* ^ loco fi^exP'* 

8. ou lyifiv <ri/i/fr)9tievoi [* ^ pro tjiroci^. 

9. init. Kode^ofievoq he [^ $ loco KaOrjfievoq. 

i^eoty/oc; Ein'iy^o^ ot/o/iari, e^i [* ^ pro veavtaq, ovo^art 

itXetoPy * enetrev [* — xaTeve^Oetq ano rov imvov, 
10. avfiTreptXafitov avrov etTre, [* + aurov, 
il. oiyra»$ efijAtfe. Hyayov [* ^ pro e^rihBev, 
13. ya/o JiaTerayyuffvo^ ijv, fitKKonv [* $ pro ya/o i;v 5/aT«- 
ray/xevo^) /ieAAo)!^. 

15. ISflTuay' * Ti; he ep^o/j,evTi [* ^^ xat futvavrtq evTpcu' 

yvAA/o). ** + he, 

16. init. Kexpwei yap [^ ^ pro exptve, 
hwarov eirj avre^ [* ^ loco iji/. 

21. mcrrtv * e/5 [* — njv. 

22. /dot/, de^e/iei'O^ ryo) rc^ Tri^et/yLiar/ [^ $ pro thou, <ya» 

ain*/; ffvfifirjaojj^va fwi [* ^ pro (rc/vavTi^o'orra. 

24. efiavTo^ oxrre reAe<6>0'a< [^ ^ loco oj^. 

Ii70'oi/ "SipiffTov, hioc/iapTvpacffat [* + Xptarov, 

25. Kiipvffffciiv TO evayyeTuov rov Oeov [* ^ to «i/ayy«- 

Aioi', pro Ttji' fioKTiXeiav. 

26. eya» sij/ui atto [* -|- e/Mi. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XX. & XXI. 

XX. 28. rov Kttpiocf, ^v [* ^ pro Bmv, 

Zia rov alfMoroq tov titov fin. [* $ pro d/a rov thiov 

a^juKToq fin. 

29. oi^ *, on [* — Toc/ro. 

IK 
32. ^i/»vyA<i^ vyua^ emiMoiofui<rai [* + liyaac. 

34. avTOi * ytvmtnitTt [* — 2c. 

35. Tt Toy Aoyoi' ^ov Ki^mov [* ^ loco Ttw hoymv. 

37. df xKoMdfM^ eyevrro TrayrcM^* x«i [* % pro r< eyci^eTQ 

XXI.- 4. aytupO¥T€i de too? [* + ^. 

et^ 'ItpovoKvfAa fin. [* $ pro 'ItpoorccAim fin. 

5. ouytaXov^ Ttpoirev^afievot fin. [* S loco •Kpoaif^^afjLsfia, 

6. init. fjo^roo'o^bietfa oiAAiiAoo^ a»tfi>tifU¥f kou etq [* $ pro 

8* e^iXl^vTt^ xmtpt rov [* $ loco oi' wepi. 

Uai/Aoi' fiMofuv u% [* ^ ifAA>y. 
9. 5i/yarejoe$ reavaptq nap0epot npo^trnyov^m fin. 
[* $ pro ^vyartpeq TtofBtvoi rwaofiis ft^o^nv- 
ovaou. 
1 1 . diKTa? * iavrov [* — t«. tf pro avrov, 

13. riai/Aos, x«/ «/7re, T< [* — xat tm€, 

aTTodaveii/ * iroifiati [* — ei? 'ItjOOoottAiyi. 

1 5. rai/ra? Trapourxevaffafievot ayefiatvofitv [* ^ pro 
aTTOO'xei/ouro^i/o/. 
r<( *Ie|Ooo'oAi/yLkx fin. [* ^ loco 'Ie|E>ov<FaAiyi. 

17. ouTfUvtaq aTTsde^avTo nfiaq, [* tf pro i^e^avro. 

18. TI7 Tc e-navptov etapet, [* ^ re snavptoy^ pro ^e ew/- 

oi/(r}7. 
TtavTCS T€ oi TrpeffjSvTspoi itaptytvovTO itpo^ avrov fin. 
[* ? pro Ttavre% re itaptyevovro oi n peer fivr spot fin. 
** + TTjOo? avrov. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXI. & XXll. 
XXI. 20. TOP Geov ei-rrov [* $ loco Kvpiov. 

siaiv tv Toi^ lovBaiotq ta)*' [* ^ ev t<M5 lov^atoiq pro 
lov^aicDV. 
22. ^et ffvvBhdetv irKrfio^' axouJOPTOu [* ? pro ^£i 7rA»?(?os 
<rt/v£A^ff<i'' axoverovTou, 

24. ^vpija-cavToi raq xe^aAa^* xa/ yvtwo-ovra/ rrocvre? [* ^ pro 

Tijf xeipaTitiv. [** ^ pro yvoxr/. 

oft TtSpi CDV [* H- TtSpi, 

avT05 ^vXafffftDV top pofiop fin. [* ? pro avro? toi/ 
pofiop <l>vKour(rci»p fin. 

25. ai/Toi/$, «A\« <l>v\a(rere(r$(Xi ** to [* ^ pro tt fitj. 

** 6CI/T0V$. 

KOU * OU/JM [* TO. 

26. TOTe, cv raiq ftfup, exetp. 6 [* Lect. 

27. evefiaT^op rTr' ai/T0i/ Tag xttpa^ fin. [* ? pro «7r«/Sa- 

Aov T«5 ;^e<|Ooc$ eTT* ai/rov fin. 

28. Ttapra^ TravTap^ij didoo'xa)!/, [* ^ loco TTavTa^ov. 

30. init. extpti6et re [* ^ pro exiptjOtj. 

31. TI75 (nretpa^, on [* ^ ffiretpijq. 
34. Ti e7re<l>wPovp ep [* ^ loco efioeap. 

36. Aaoi/, xf>a^oi'Tf$* Ai/oe [ ^ pro xpa^op, 

37. re e/$ ri^y TrotpefifioKrjp etaayeffOat 6 TlavKo^f [ $ pro 

re etffayeaOat c<s T)}v •nape/jfio'KriP 6 Ilai/Aog. 
40. TToAAns ^£ ytPOfjieptK ^«y»7?j 7rpoaeil)aptia'€ [* ? pro 
iroAAfjg de riyiT^ yevofiei/ijg, npoffe<j>oi)Pii(r€. 

XXII. 2. 3i6cAeKT(k) 7rpoff$<l>6)pjfiatP avrotq [* j loco irpoff-etpc^pei, 

1 2. ai/i7|t) evKufiti^ xara [* ^ pro everefitjq, 
xaroixovpTcop ev Aofxaaxc^ loviat6}p^ [* -^ £v Aoc^Liourxcp. 

13. apafihsyffOP. Kai eya> oti/Ti;. [* ^ pro xa-yo). 

16. oPOfia, avTov fin. [* ^ loco Kvpiov fin. 

17. x«i irpoffev^o/mepoj ** ev tw [* ^ pro •npo(rtv)(pfMivov. 

** — /xou. 



I 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXII. & XXIII, 

XXII. 18. 9mt * fuunvpimif \^ — Tip^. 

20. rmt -KottTouaunvo^q l* + xp«ro. 

22. axpi Tov Aoyov tovtov, kou [* 5 pro aj^ rocnroc/ tow 

Aoyov, xai. 

yoo KoBtiKU amow [* ^ loco xatfifjcor. 

23. «VT6»» e»i irAcioy, xai ptirrawTPi^ ra [* 4- ^^^ »Aeior. 
** ^ pro pamvwnw, 

24. ;^iAiap;(;o$ eio^oyer^lflu OMnav cis [ ^ pro «cyea#ai. 

25. ^ -KpetCTuvaif avTQ¥ [* ^ pro 'mpoeruitev, 

Tor e^eoTwra atarotrrapj^ov [* ^ loco coTAirau 

26. «2MweA5wy r^ ;^<Aia^w ocsqyyciAe, Afywr. [* $ pro 

'PttyKOfo^ eoTfy fin. [* ^ pTO 99Tt. 

27. /UM, * 01/ [* €i, 

28. angxpidti de o ;^iAia^<K [* ^ ^ P^O t** 

30. xani^o/oerrai i^vo tmt lovdidcian', [* ^ loco v«pa. 

ovror *, Kou \^ — onto rmw Z&rftm^, 

exeXetf^e irwsK0€t¥ rovq [* ^ pro utMKsu9€>f 9h09» 
Tovq. 

KOi natf TO [* ^ loco okar. 

XXIII. I. init. cy TOii ^fupouq exeiyai^} arerura/s [* + L«eet. 

^ TO* vtfwe^^ 6 TLoofhoq^ enrey. [* $ pro ^ o TLmvho^ 

T<f <rw€^pi»y etwer. 
TtK ^pas fin. [* ^ loco npiepcLS, 
2. Ayona; cjceAci^c ro/^ [* ^ pro crero^c. 

4. Otov Katpetq ; [ ^ pro Xot^opetq ; 

5. oTt Ap'^tepev^ e<rrt¥' ysypoarrai. [* ? pro on ctfrir 

Apj^tepev^' yeypa-xTou, 

6. corn ifaptceveavj to he eTcpov l&aShovKaumVj expa^eV^ 

[* $ pro eo-ri Sdcd^i/xaM^y, ro ^e mpov ^apurcumy, 
iKpa^sv, 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXIII. 
7. avTov iiTTOvToq, eytvero, [* ^ loco Xahntravro^. 
9. avoffTamre^ Tti/eq tov Tpotfifiartc^v [* $ pro avacTav- 

11. Qapaei*' oi? [* — Ilai/Ae' 

12. vottja'avre^ avarpoifniv lov^ouaij avt0€fi, &c. [* $ pro 

^^. &c. 
iavTOtf^ *, Am;tc [* — Aeyovre^. 
IS. rf}v crwojMfftav 7tott)a'(Kfievot fin. [* ^ pro (rt/vo/ioo'iay 
7rc7roii7xore$ fin. 

15. 07r«$ * xaTotyaytj avrov tt% vfAa%, [* — avpiov, 

** ? pro avTOV Karayayrj. *** ^ pro irpoq. 
€fr/uy * aveAc/v [* — toi/. 

1 6. Ilai/Aoi/ riyy fve^joav, TrojoaYefeyai'O^. [* ^ loco to 



«v 



e^joov. 



18. Tov vtavtVKOv ayayuv [* $ pro veaviav. 

20. oT/ * \ov^at<H [* — 01, 

avpiov Toy Ilat/Aov xarayayt/s eis ro trweZpioVf [* $ pro 
avptov ei$ ro <rvpi^iov Karayayti^ rw XiavKov* 

i>^ fuKKovra rt [* ^ pro >u«AAovre$. 

21. yaip * «^ ai/Tft>i/ [* — avrov. 

vw €t(ri erotfjuoi frpoeihe^ofievot [* $ pro vw trotfioi 
€t<rt TTpoffis^ofjievot, 

22. Tw veoantrKOv TrotpayyetTioq [* ^ pro veaviav. 

24. TTjOog $iAf}xa TOV [* ^ pro ^^Aixa. 

25. «ri(rToAijv *5;^oi/(rav [* — irepi, 

26. ^e/AOw $iAf}xi ^(aiptiv. [* ^ pro ^ijAixi. 

27. e^eiAflyutjv *, fia0»v [* — ai/roi^. 

28. J« eitiyvtdvai tijv [* ^ loco yvcavat. 
Kotrnyayov * «$ [* — ain-OF. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXUI. A XXIV. 

XXIII. 29. itfjMM' tx^rra cyxXiytii fin. [* ^ pro ieo^Mtfr cyjcAiyia 

txptrra fin. 
30. avi^ipa * C0>c0tfflu ** e^avrwy [* — fuKKsar. ** — wiro 

Tm¥ lot^eu^v. *** ^ pro c^«tmf$. 
33. vapamfvaif * t©^ [* — juu. 
33. inMur«p<tt|» * llpiiov [* — tov. 

XXIV. 3. MoaTtrre ^tAn^t M^« [* ^ P^ 4»«Xi(. 
6. ifithnvofuif Kpwa* fin. [* ^ loco u^uv, 

8. x£Aeu7a$ xcu rov( [* 4~ ««<• 

9. init. <rwsne0€Krm ^ [* ^ pro ffwt0t¥T: 

10. «EirtxpiAf re • [* ^ loco ^. 

11. jg^ic^ * de«a^ [* — ^f. 

13. 7Fay>a0Ti|(rai * ^v»-a»T<u [* — /ic. 

14. cupetrtVf ovT«^ Xarpev^. [* S pro oOrw. 

15. «X***' "f^poi TOtf, [* ^ pro etq, 

16. rv rovTw ictti amroq [* ^ loco ^. 

offKM, ecwpo^KOTtTOv [* ^ pio fldr/MM'iioiroy. 

0i^eidi|O'iv ex*'*' ^f^ [* ^ P^ 'X'"'* 

17. cTwi' * 'nhetovtav [* — 3c 

18. Tivej * onro [• — he. 

19. ovs edef em [• ^ pro 3e/. 

21. i^ exeKpa^a emai [* ^ loco MfMt^a. 

eyw trijfiepotf xpivpfioi v^' v/imy» [* $ pro ryw Kptuh- 

22. o *^ ave^acAero (♦) [* ^ pro ♦ifXif . 

24. o $iAfy( aw [* ^ pro ^ijAi?. 

Tr; /3ia ywatxt ovcrti [* ^ loco ywoux/ oirrov. 

25. o ^lAiT^ a7reKpi$ti [* ^ pro ^i^^. 

26. Ileci/Aoi/, iVa aTroAveny a^roi' [* ^ loco mrtt»f Ai/^17. 

* The CompltUentian Editiork, and the Codex Ravianusy also read 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXIV. XXV. XXVI. 
XXIV. 27. ^lAf}^ U0f>Ktoy [* S pro 4>f}Ai$. 
6 ^thtj^ xareAiTTc [* ^ pro ^ij^^' 

XXV. 2. o re Ap^upevq [* + t£. 

5. roi/ro) (9ero?roi^ xaTeyopetTaxyav avTOv, [* +aTOWoi'. 

** ^ pro KaTnyopenaxrav, 
8. 'Ori * oi/re [* — oi/t« ei^ tov v^ulov tmv lov^tjucDV. 

13. Tiveav, ev ratq ryjicpat^ exetvat^t Aypntirai, [* H- Lect. 

14. i^o ^iAt;xo(, ^tfffAioq' [* ^ pro ^17X1x0^. 

19. nepi * rivo$. [* — tij? iJia^ ^f<0'f^oe</uov<a^ «'X*"' ''^P^ 

oMTOVy Kot nepi. 

20. tripi TOVTtnv ^timtrtv [* ^ pro tovtov. 

22. ^QOToy etnty' 'EfiovKofitiv. [* ^ pro c^. 

23. Tiy de tnavptov [* ^ loco ow. 

24. TTc/oi TovTov TTaw [* ^ loco ov. 

o€iv avTov ^t]v ftiyxrri. [* $ pro ^€iv ^ijy «i/roi^ ^ijxtTi. 

25. de A«/3o||Lifi/of /uij^ep [* ^ loco xotraAa/Scyucvo^. 

XXVI. 1. init. iv ratq tifup, exetv, Lect. 

2,-fUftxapioVf etri aov /ueAXoiv aTtohayenrBcu fffyjitjpov' fin. 
[* $ pro fs/xxacpiov, /ueAAo)!' oc7roAoyei(r^a< ctti (toi/ 

7. VTTO * lou^attav [* — T«y. 

12. <i5 * AafjLoaxov [* — tiji'. 

14. nxovca t^vriq Aeyovaiiq -npo^ [* ^ loco t^vtiv Aa- 

Atfvtf-av. 
• m 
JC6CI Aeyoi/o't;^ ti; [* $ loco Aeyoi/ffaf/. 

16. init. aAA' avoLmjOt [* ^pro oAAa. 

17. OV5 * rya> ae aixotrrthw fin. [* — vvv* ** -f ^*'« 

*** ^ pro awocTTfiAAiw. 

18. xai aito Ti)q [* -f- «'^<'' 

2\, fu avAhafiofievot oi lov^atot ev [* $ pro /i€ oi lov- 
hatoi <rvKhoifiofievoi ev. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXVI. XXVn. XXVIII. 

XXVI. 22. armKOy fiapm/poftevoq M^^f^ [* ^ P*^ fMOfeTvpovfua^, 

Mou Movffifg fin. [* $ loco MftMriK- 

25. aXKai, aXn^uas [* ^ pro oAA'. 

26. oi/ror * raio-ftyy ** "Ktadoftai [* — t#. ** — av. 
yap €¥ ytg¥ta irtTtpayfia^aw tovto em fin. [^ f pro 

yap eoTtw e¥ yeavta wtKpayfia'ay tovto fin. 
30. KOi Ttourre^ ow [* ^ iroo^re^ 

XXVII. 1. IroAjoy, irapeitiov tow [* ^ pro iropedidoc/r. 

2. ttAomw hopafun^tn'Vi fuXXatm ithuv tts tov^ [* — r. 

** ^ pro fuXKovTc^, *** + <j(. 

3. Iot/Aio$ xptiaaptero^ Ttf HavXiaff evrrpe^e [* ^ pro 

W^ TOW? ^Kovq [* + TOW?. 

6. irAoiOF AAe^ay^pfTvov irhtov [* ^ pro AA£^ay3i|9i»t>f . 

8. «yyt/? woA<? ifv Aao-oio. [* ^ pro ryyv? ify «oAi? 

Aoo'aia. 

9. Bia TO n^ K€u Tifv vtiOTetay irapeXtiKiuda^ou, [* f pro 

ita TO KOi Tifv rtiffTCioy i^ irapeAqAvtfeyou. 

10. TOV iJKtpTtOV KOi [* ^ pro ^OpTOV. 

17. Tf|v 2c//9Tf;v eKTteaoHri [* ^ pro 2S«|pTiv. 
23. /40I T0WTI7 Ti| wKTi oyyeAo? [* ? pro ftoi tii yi/xTi 
TavTTj ayyehoq, 

29. Tonovq txiTSffotfieVy ex [* ^ loco exn&rttviv, 

39. « JwaTOv, e^cMTou [• ^ pro iwanrro, 

42. €KKoKvfjifiti<ra^ Ziot^vyti fin. [* ^ pro ^la^vyot. 

XXVIII. 1. Koi J/a<rtt>^£i/Te, totc [♦ ^ pro J/aerw^ei'TC?. 
3. ^e^f}? 3ie?€A^oi/<Ta Ka$n^B [* ^ pro c^eA^wra. 

6. eAcyov ai/TOF 0«of civa/ fin. [* ? pro eAeyoF 9«or 

ot/Tov etvat. ' 

7. ^f>a? * if>i\o<j>popcD^ [* — T/o«i? ^/i>a?. 

8. ^vffiPTBpta * xaTOKiiaOat f* — {rwe^o/uevoi'. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXVIII. 
XXVIII. 8. xat tnev^fjLevoqf Kat nnOuf [* ^ pro itpoirtv^afuvoq. 



^^ — -xa/. 

I 



1 1. fjuivaq flX^'V**" ^'^ [* <^ pro affJX^fV**''* 

vf}ff'(^y Ahe^avdptjv^, itoLpafftlfio^ [* ^ pro Ahtl^aviptv^f, 

14. *I5 * 'Payifiv [* — Ti\v, 

23. 01$ t^^ero iiafiaprvpofjisvoq [* $ pro €^€Tt09TO* 
avTOv^ * w«^ [* — ra. 

26. xoi tiTToy' Axo^ [* (^ loco eiTTtf. 

30. itoptvofuvov^ €ti avTov [* $ pro tt/oo^. 



AD ROMANOS. 

Cap. I. 7. dyioi^* o^eXtftoi* Xaptq [* + Lect. 

11. 12. vrnpf^Buvat * ev v/mtv ha &c. [* — i^/ia$* Toi/r© 
^e e0Ti, (rvfiTtapaxKi^vai, 

13. /Va Tiva Kapitov fr')(a> [* $ rii/a. 
15. init. Oi5t4 TO [* + « (*). 

18. init. a^eA^i aTroxaAc/Trrero/ [* + Lect. 
28. init. aieh^ot ** xa^ft)^ oi/x [* + Lect. ** — xa/. 
e^xi/iourav oi aatfietq top Qew [* + Lect. 

II. 5. «?roxaAi/^ea»$ xo/ hKOuoxptata^ [* + xai. 
10. init. aitk^oi ^o^a [* + Lect. 

14. init. o^shiftot orav [* + Lect. 
17. init. e3«, eri; [* ^Joco ilt. 

20. init. Iudei/Tf}i/ a^povcov \^ $ at in <. 

28. init. a^J^^JHUffv [* +*Lect. 

29. «c * Qeov [* — Tov. 

III. 7. CI Of 4 [ ^ pro ya/o. 

8. fiKaff^n/jLOVfjLtOat * xaBatq [* — xa/. 

(*) In every place where the printed edition reads ovru^ this Codex 
has ovTctff. 



i 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XX. & XXL 
XX. 28. rov Kvptov^ ^v [* $ pro Qsov, 

^la Tov oufioLTo^ Tov t^iov fin. [* f pro d/tx rov t^iov 
aifiaro% fin. 
29. oi6a *, on [* — TOVTo, 
32. ivvofiev^ v/um^ ejrotKoiofjLtjffai [* + i/yuta^. 

34. avTot * yiVkXTxere [* — dt, 

35. T< TOV \oyov xov Kvptov [* ^ loco twv \oya»i/. 

37. J* khavdfjLO^ ey€v6T0 -notvTav' xat [* J pro t€ cyei/eTo 
K\av$/LO% 7ravT(k>i/* xai. 
XXI.* 4. avivpovTt^ 06 TOi/s [* + ^«. 

£19 *\epo<roKvfia fin. [* ^ pro 'Ifpot/tf-oAiyi fin. 

5. ofyiaAov, Ttpoffev^ofievoi fin. [* ^ loco itpoffufv^afieda, 

6. init. tja"jTao'afjLe0a aAAijAot/^, oaftfirifievy koi etq [* ^ pro 

xai aairafroLfuevoi aAAt;Aot/$, entjBijfjLey esq. 
8* «f *A^oi/T<5 u'TrejOi toi' [* ^ loco o/ wcfM. 

Ilai/Aov t;A^/uci/ e/( [* ^ i7A^v. 
9. ^vyaTcpe^ retraapsi irapdevoi vpo^rirevov^tct fin. 
\* $ pro ^vyartpe^ -nocpdtvoi rso'ffapiq TtpoifftjTsv- 
ovffai, 
1 1 . ^a$ * kavrov [* — t*. # pro avrov, 
;^e/|0«$ «;^^a)i/ fin. [* ^ loco eBvmv, 

13. riavAo^y xat ttrre, Ti [* — xai tnre, 

airoOavtiv * er(M)Ka>( [* — ei5 'IcjOOi/ff'aAtgu. 
1 5. ravTaq jrapourxevao'afisvot avtPatvofiiv [* ^ pro 

aTtOffMVOtffOjJLSVOt, 

$1^ *lepoao?ivfjLa fin. [* ^ loco 'IejtN>i/0'aAi|/u. 

17. afffisvat^ dmeSe^avro ^fiaq, [* f pro tie^apTO. 

18. T»; T€ eitavpiov et<rri€i, [* f re e7rat/|0<ov, pro he eni- 

ovatj. 
Ttavre^ fe oi Trpefffivrepot irapeyevovTO "npo^ wutov fin. 
[* $ pro TtavTSi re yroipeyevovTO oi Trpetrfivrepot fin. 
** + TTpO^ auTov. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXL & XXll. 
XXI. 20. Tov eToy etifov [* $ loco Ki/|oioi'. 

etffty ev rot^ lov^aiot^ to)*' [* S £>' ^ot^ lov^m<i pro 
lov^oucov. 
22. let ffweAOetv 7r\n^oq' oKovffovTou [* ? I)io let nXtiOo^ 
ffwehdetv" oLKOvvovTou. 

24. ^vpnvoivTca Taq xtiftaTiaq' Kai yvcoaovTat Travre^ [* $ pro 

Tfiv xeff^aXiiv, [** ^ pro yvaxri, 

CTl TttfH ODV [* 4* TTfOI. 

ai/Tos <f>vKix<r(ra)y tov vofj^v fin. [* $ pro ai/ro^ toi/ 
vofjMV fpvKourffcuv fin. 

25. avTOvg^ aAAa <j>v7\a(r(re<r$ai ** to [* ^ pro « /txij. 

** — ai/TOt;^. 

KCU * 0CI/i« [* TO, 

26. TOTCy ev Tois lytiejt). exciv. o [* Leci. 

27. evtfidKov sit* avrov ra? xtipa^ fin. [* ? pro vntfifA* 

\ov Ta^ X^'P^^ ^ avTOv fin. 

28. travraq TtavTW^^ij Silaaxtoy^ [* ^ loco Travra^^ot/. 

30. init, exivifdei re [* ^ pro extvriOij. 

31. TI75 0'7reijt>a{, on [* ^ a"neipm, 
34. ri eirsifftDvovv ev [* ^ loco e/domv. 

36. Aaoc/| xpo^ovre^* Ai/ix [ ^ pro x/)a^oi/. 

37. re eiq rnv Trape/nfioXtiu etaayeffOat i Ilai/Ao^i [ f pro 

re eiaayetr^at etq rnv irapefifio^v 6 ILai/Ao^. 
40. TToAAnc ^e yevofjk€PtK <rryij?, jrpoffeipeovria'e [* $ pro 
woAAf}^ ^e o'lyi;^ ^evofiei^^, 'jtpoo'e4pei>vn(r6, 

XXII. 2. diocAeKro) Ttpovt^vnaev avroti [* f loco itpove^tavet. 

1 2. afi;/!) evKocfiijq xaTw [* ^ pro evaefftj^. 
xaroixovpTtop ev Aofiourxca lovlouwv, [* -}- ^ AafjLourxtf, 

13. oivafihByffOv, Ka/ cya) at/ri;. [* ^ pro xay<w. 

16. ovofia avTov fill. [* f loco Kvptov fin. 

17. x«i •7rpo<revxofxev(jj ** ei/ ro) [* ^ pro irpoffev^ojMPOv. 

** — /xoi/. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXII. & XXIII, 

XXII. 18. ffov * fiaprvpiav [* — rtjy. 

20. rov TTpearofiapTvpoq [* -|- irpcaro. 

22. ocxP* ^^^ T^yov TovTov, KM [* J pro a^i rovrov rov 

hoyoVf Kat* 

y«j£) xafftjxet avrov [* $ loco xoBtixov, 

23. avTQiv eitt TtKetov, km piitrovTa^v ra [* -|- rjri TrAe/or. 
** $ pro pnnovvTwv, 

24 . X^^^PX^ etaayeffOat avTov ci$ [ $ pro ayeo^oi. 
** + avTov, 

25. Jc 7r/iMk>rreii/av avrov [* ^ pro irpoeretvev, 

Tov t<l>€<TrQ)ra sxarovrap^pv [* ^ loco i<rroyTa, 

26. vpoa'€h$o>v r^ xi\totpx(f aTnryyeiAe, Aeycuv. [* ? pro 

irpoffthBcov oTTfiyyethe rc^ x'^^PX^* Xeycov, 
, 'Pttyuaios effT/v fin. [* ^ pro tern. 

27. /LOW, * (Ti; [♦ — et. 

28. aTTSKpiOfi ie 6 xj^Kiap^p^ [* ^ ^« pro t«. 

30. Karijyopeirou viro romv Yovhaitsv^ [* $ loco irapa, 

avrov *, xai [* — otto twi/ isfffjMV, 

cxeAei;(rc ffwe\0€iv rovg [* ^ pro cxeAei/o'ev tX09t¥ 
rov%. 

xoi wav TO [* $ loco oAoK. 

O'vvsipiov *• xai [* — ain'cuv. 

XXIII. 1. init. ev rat^ fi/ispat^ exeiyatqy arsvura^ [* + Lect. 

de r^ o'vpt^pt^ 6 Ilai/Aos, efrrev. [* $ pro de o Ilac/Aoc 

rf}s a)pa£ fin. [* ^ loco fifAspot^, 
2. Avawaj fxeAet/(r« toi? [* ^ pro CTrerof «. 

4. Geoi; Aoijt>ei9 ; [ $ pro Ao/^opei^ ; 

5. oTi Ap^tepevq eartv' ysypairrou. [* ? pro oti €frrt¥ 

Apytspsv^' yeypairrat, 

6. t<rrt ^aptaeveov, ro ^t trepov Sa^oi/xaicu^^ txpa^tv" 

[* $ pro eo'U ^aihovxate^Vf ro it irepov ^api9aio>v, 
tKpa^tv. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXIII. 
7. at/rov cittokto^, eytvero, [* ^ loco AaAtyff'aio'o^. 
9. avoflrrai^e^ rive$ ra»v Tpap-fiarec^v [* ^ pro avao'Tai'- 

10. O'Toureafqy <f>ofitj$etq 6 Xt'Kiap')(p^ [ c^pro evKafitiOei^. 

11. Qapaei*' oij [♦ — Xlai/Ae* 

12. 9roii;<ravTe9 <rv<rrpo(fmv lov^aiw, ave0€fi. &c. [* ^ pro 

7roif}(Tai/Tef tivs^ Ta>v \ovhatciv 0'v<rTpo<f>ijv, ave- 
Oe^, &C. 

IS. rtjv owojjLOffiav Tronjcajj^pot fin. [* ^ pro <rt/i^a>/iO(riay 
TTfTTOnyxore^ fin. 

15. 07ra)$ * xarayaytj avrov ug vfAag, [* — avpiov, 

** ? pro avTOv Karayayrj, *** ^ pro npoq. 
€vfuv * ayeAc/v [* — rov, 

1 6. Ilai/Aoi; Tiyy fve^oocK, TrojOaYef eyai'O^. [* ^ loco ro 

18. rov Keav/trxoi/ ayayttv [* ^pro veawon/. 

20. oTi * \ovhatoi [* — o/, 

AKjCMOv Tov Ilai/Aov xarayayt/s tig to ffwtipiovf [* $ pro 
avpiov ug to ffvvt^ptov xarayayug rov TlavKov, 

wg fxeKhovra rt [* $ pro fuK\ovT$g. 

21. ya/o * €^ ai/Tft>y [* — ai/rov. 

fi/v eio"! eroi/ioi npoa^sj^p^i^ot [* $ pro vi/k Iroifiot 
Sifft Trpoffit^Ofjkevot. 

22. rov veawtaxoy "napayyeiKag [^ <^ pro vtaviav, 

24. TTjOog $iAf}xa rov [^ ^ pro $f}A/xa. 

25. «riOToAijv *sxovaav [* — we/)/. 

26. nyefiovt ^tKnxt ^atpttv, [* ^ pro ^ijAixi. 

27. e^«iAoyuf}v *, fjLa0a>v [* — ai/rov. 

28. Jt ewiyvo)v«i ti;v [* <J loco yva>va<. 
xaTnyayov * «$ [* — ai/rov. 
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. I. II. III. IV. 

Cap. I. 3. init aUTi^t, xapt^ [* + Lect. 

10. init. aishifHHf itapaxa^M ** vfjmi ha [* $ odeX^. 

** — ^. 
15. ovofWL t/SaitTKrdfiTt fin. [* ^ pro ifiairnffa, 
18. init. aighpoi oi \^ + Lect. 

Top * TOW [* — o. 

20. KOfffwv * fin. [* — rouTov. 

26. init. (xJ^thi^y fiheirere [* -{- Lect. 

TToAAoi ei/yevei$ oi; ttoAXim dvyarof oAAa [* $ pro 
TToAAoi dvyaroi, au ttoAAoi ei/ytyei^. 
29. evttmiw rov Otov fin. [* $ pro ovtov. 

II. 2. expiva Ti ethevai ** ev [* f tov, ** — ri, 

3. init. xayw ev [* ^ pro xai eya, 

4. (rofffiai * aAA* [* — Aoyoi$. 

6. init oi^eh<^t, <ro^, [* 4- Lect. 

7. AocAov/Kev^Geoi/ (Fo^tav tv [* $ pro tn^tay Qeov. 
9. ysypatnat* oieAtfHU^ *A [* + Lect. 

10. de car€Ka\u\lft 6 Qeoq iuM, [* f pro o Oeoc onrexaA. &C. 

11. oi/dei$ ryvcuxev, ei [* ^ pro oi^v. 

III. 1. init. xecyw, odeA^oi [* ^ pro xoi eyv. 

ifuvrfigp^ vfitp AaA^ffoi [* $ pro AaAi|<rai v/uiv. 
3. eptq *, oi/;^i [* — xau hxorraatw. 
9. init. aUh^oi^ Qeev [* + Lect 
11. Iiyo'oi/s * XpiflTo; [* — o. 
18. init oieXifHH, fuifiet^ [* + Lect. 
IV. 1. init. ot^ekpoiy ovraq [* -f- Lect. 

5. axTTtf aSeh^tj fiti [* + Lect. 

# 
9. oTi^ ob^ihpoiy o [* + Lect. 
lit 
11. xoc/ yv/jLviT9vofiey, km [* ^ 1 pro i}. 

14. evT/)€7ra>v ^ua$ ypouj^ta [* ^ pro i^/bux$. 

17. init. ofieA^oi, ha [* + Lect. 
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXIV. XXV. XXVI. 
XXIV, 27. *<Aif^ UofiKtov [* i pro ^tiJ^. 
o ^iAfj^ xocreAiTTC [* <J pro ^tj^^* 

XXV. 2. o T« Ap^ttpevq [* + Tff. 

5. roi/r<k> aroTTOi' xaTeyopetTaxrav avTOv, [* +arowov. 

** ^ pro KaTtiyopetTQxrav, 
8. *0t/ * ovre [* — oi/t« *i5 tov t/ofjLov t«v Ioi/^ckicui^. 

13. Ttveav, tv Taiq ryjLepai^ exetvou^f AyptTtTta^, [* + Lect. 

14. vTTO ^thrjKOSy decryufos* [* ^ pro ^i;\/xos. 

attroVf Kca itepi, 

20. Trepi TovTWf ^rtt<riv [* ^ pro rotnov. 

* 

22. ^ifOToy ttnty* 'EfiovKofj.nv, [* $ pro c^i;. 

23. Tiy d« nttwptov [* ^ loco oi/v. 

24. we/oi TovTov iretv [* ^ loco ov. 

^ly avTov ^rjv funKirt, [* ? pro ^/i/ fijy «i;roi^ juLijKtTt, 

25. ^ A«/3oJiai/Of fj.ifiev [* $ loco xotraAa/Scyucvo^. 

XXVI. 1. init. tv ra/$ tifup, eKstv, Lect. 

Ayptmraq Ze 6 fiatrtTievi irpo^ [* + « /SowiAfc/^. 
2.-fiaKotptov, etrt aov fiehkcav attohayetfrBat trtifxrjpov* fin. 
[* $ pro fjLaKoepiovj /ueAAf(k>y ocTroXoyeiff^ai ctti o-oi; 

7. VTTO * Ioi/$a<a»v [* — rmv. 

12. </§ * llofUMKOV [* TfJI'. 

14. f|xou0'a ^vtj^ heyovinji -npo^ [* ^ loco ^i/i)v Aa- 
A^v^'otv. 
jcocf Aeyai/fl-f;^ ti; [* $ loco Aeyoi/irai/. 

16. init. aAA' avaarriOi [* ^pro ccAAa. 

17. ovs * «V» tre airo<rTe\ea fin. [* — vvv. ** -f eyo*. 

*** ^ pro «wo<rTeAA«w. 

18. xai wno Ttjq [* -f- «'r<>' 

2\, fu avhhafiofievot oi lovhatot ev [* $ pro /u€ oi lov- 
Iniot ffvXkocffo/uLevot tv. 
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. VII. VIII. IX. X. 

VII. 34. xat TO) TtvevfjMTi [* + ^ft). 
35. ^Cy a^ehiftotf ttpo^ [* -f" L^ct. 

37. Kapha i^paioq /jlij [* -f> i^patog. 

TTi t^ia Kapbuf,^ Tov [* ^ pro Mcpit^ a&rov, 
89. ^e xai KOt/itjOri [* + xat, 

VIII. 2. ei * T/? [* — ^«. 

8. init. a^eA^o/, fipeujAa [* + Lect. 
oi/re * eai/ [* — yap. 

11. Kat airoKKvrai 6 [* ^ loco aTroKetrat. 
IX. 1 . ovx* lijirow * TOi/ [* — "XptaTOv. 

9. /Sow ahoovvTa. Mf| [* f loco aXocDVTa. 
)3o<k>i/ /ueAAei t^ [* + A. 

13. init. aieAipoty ovk [* -f Lect. 
eerOtovffiv ; xai oi [* + xoi. 

18. evayye\tov *, €/$ [* — rdv XptffTov. 

19. init. a^eA^oi, tKsvdepo^ [* 4- Lect. 
* wv [* — yap. 

24. fipaffeiov ; Ovtws rpextrt [* f pro Oi^rw. 
26. roivvy oi/rws rpe^eaf [* f loco ovra>. 



* 



X. 1. 5£Aa> yap ijuos [* ^ pro )e. 

2. roF Moi/0'f}v efiaTmaoPTO [* ^ pro Ma)0'j|i/. 

lit 

3. avTo -TrvevfiartKoy fipa>fia e^ayov [ $ pro ac/ro fiptifta 

m/evfAartKOv e^ayov. 
5. oAA*, o^eA^o/y oi/x [* -f* Lect. 
7. diffTtep yeypaitrac [* + wep. 
9. xa^<»$ * Tivfij [* — xai, 

Us 

avTQ)v e^eTretpaerav [* + «$• 

10. xa^flDg * ripeg [* — xa<. 

11. reAf} rot/ a<a>vo$ KarijvTiio'ev [ ^ loco ra>i/ atcitv»¥, 

12. <»(rre, adeA^oi, o [* + Lect 
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. X. XI. XII. 
X. 13. ov xareiXfiipev ei [* $ ov pro oi/x. ** + Kar. 
14. TI7S e/^AoA«T|t)i«5 [* S pro ei^<k>\o\arpeiaq. 
21. iatfxovta)v' km ov [* + x«i. 
23. init. ahK<pot, itavra [* + Lect. 
26. TOW Kvptov yap fi [* ? pro rov yap Kvpiou fi, 

28. init. aJeA^oi, eav [* + Lect. 

30. a * e7« [* — yap. 

XI. 2. ufta? *, oTi [* — a^eX^oi. 

5. xe^aAt;!^ *ai/Tij5 [* — L 

yap TO avTO eori ** ti; [* ? pro yoc/o e^Ti xai to 
ain-o Tif . ** — Kat, 

6. xai KttpeerOtu* et [* ^ loco xeipoLaBca, 
to xetpecrOai rj [* S pro K€tpa<r$ai, 

8. init. aiiekiftoif ov [* + Lect. 

14, ^i/(ri$ ai/Tt; ^<^«0'xei [* + avrri, 

15. 'rrepifioTiatov avrti Morou, [* ? pro TrepifioKaiov it- 

doroi at/rt;. 

20. oi/v ^/Aii/ «wi [* <J pro vjjLo^v, 
23. init. o^thtftot^ rya> [* + Lect. 

25. Ttotene *, ei^ [* — oa-axtq av Tnvnrt. 

26. yap eav eerOuire [* ^ pro av. 
xaTayycA*€Te, [* — A. 

27. xoi * OC^LiaTOS [* TOV, 

29, ava^teo^y rov Kvpiov Kptfia [* -f- rov Kvpiov, 

31 . init. ai^eA<l>ot, eg [* + Lect. 
XII. 2. ort OTS e$vf) [* + oTe. 

6. evtpynfAOTtQiv eurt*^ 6 [*+»'. 

7. init. ol^eK^t [* -f Lect. 

9. Tij» ipi Tlvevfiart [* ^ loco avre^, 

12. init. adeA^i, xa^wnsp [^ ^ Lect. 

13. <y Ilcybia 9itort<r0nfuv [* ^ loco Tlvfiz/ia. 

21. ^oo^A/ios [* +o. 
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AD L CORINTH. Cap. XU. XIU. XIV. XV. 

XII. 2S. ifum m tf t m r tp rnv af^x'^*''^wm^ €%«. [* $ pro ifM¥ 

27. iniU cdJlfai, tfUK [* + I^ect. 

28. ^miyim, •»t»T« ypa^aiw [*^toeoe«T». 

XIII. 4. iDit. «)J1^«, 4 [*+Lect. 

9. iUftm/i tr >ii>mi|irr [* ^ loco yoy^. 

10. rtXcMT, * T» [* — rtrc 

11. iniU m^O^, ^ [* 4. Lect 

XIV. d. €» cm^Av^ 9 [* — m sopencripi. 
7. fuf U^ vwc [* ^ loco If*. 
9. init OvnucMf [*^pioOvT«». 



12. init. (K^ mm [* ^ pro Ou 



15. •»» * ; w^wn^yi [* — mn* 
21. «MM^«vT«K [* ^ pro M^' •vmc 
23. yXmnmii K^mn^ cctcMImv [* ^ loco AAAairir. 
26. »«T«C • ^«A^Mr [•— i>Mi». 
yvcvtfw fin. [* ^ pro 



29. ^^ ^ [* + «. 

35. >«p errjr ymmi^tw [* ^ pro 

37. in ♦ K«fM [» — T*». 

40. Ilatrra £ «Mrx9Mr«( [* + ^ 
XV. I. Ai^^ y ^ '^ fc t^, T9 [^ 2pro rMipi!># ^ 

a^aefyeXMrnf ftmv a [♦ -f ^^^v. 

7. louo^gi** evnra tok [• ^ pro €it«. 
10. 'Ktpiwompov -Koarrtmf OMrrmif nmamgmr [* % pro vijfM^- 



aarepo¥ cunrntf itattrrmw 
12. XeyoM-i «r ijy<y, nreg ow [* ^ pro AcyMVi Tire? «y 



VfUVt ^^'^ 
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. XV. & XVI. 

XV. 13. init. * ov^e [* •— Ei ^e ava<rraffig vexpeav owe etrnvy 

hsec omissa alius in marg. adjecit. 

14. KfVt; * KOU [* — ^. 

20. 3e, odeA^i, Xfiurro^ [* + Lect. 

23. oi TOir*X/9l0TOI/ [* + TOO. 

29. init. /ucra, aheA/pot^ rt [* ^ pro errei. ** + Lect. 

vTtep avTt^v fin. [* $ loco t»v rexfwv, 
31. Ti;i' t^/uere/OAv xai/;^f}<nv, [* # pro ftfunpav. 

33. f}^ ;^t;(rr« c/'iA/ai [* ^ loco ;^fl^ ' oyuiAiai. 

34. ya^ tifcs 0*oi; tX'^vfft [* ? pro yojO 0<oi/ rives 

tPTpaviiv vftMv A«y«> [* ^ loco vfjuv, 
39. init a!kA<fH)t, ov [* + Lect 

de ittTtti/e^v fin. [* $ pro aAAii de tx'^vtdv, oAA^ 
de TZTifMiv. ** + ffap^ et oAAii ^5 Trereivwv. 

45. -yeyiDOTrTa/' Eye*To o [* — v$ recent, superscrips. 

47. init. odeA^i, <$ [* + Lect. 

57. TIJ» ^KTI ^V [* ^ loco J/Joi/T/. 

XVI. 4. init. oc^eA^, eai/ [* + Lect. 

^« o^oi' p Tov [ $ pro he p ec^tov rov, 
13. init. o^eA^oi, yptryoparey [* + Lect 
17. 2r<^av« xoci ^ovprowarov xai A;^aVxoi/, ot< 

[* + xoM ^ov/Drouvarot/ xa< A^^aixoi/. 
19. oo^ajfoKTOi * [* — iJ/ia? ai tKKkn^tat tik A<rias. 
t/ias' TToAAa ev Kvpio^ AxvXaq. [* f pro i^/ia,s ev 
Kvpitj^ TfohXa Axi/Aa$. 
22. Kvpufy ^fjMy Iriffouu [* + ^/luuv. 

Subscript. «wo ^/A/ttttoi/ hta [* ^ loco ^iAi7nra»v. 



r.i 



an 





Z*5pn> 
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AD II. CORINTH. Cap. III. IV. V. VI. 
III. 6. yfKKfA^ (xnoxrsvetf to [* S pro aTtoxTttvit. 
9. yap TTi ^loucovta [* ^ loco i ^tomoifia, 
10. yotp Qv ie^^aarrai [* ^ pro ovBt. 

12. init. aiiTupoi, 'X'^vreq [* +*Lect. 

m 

13. Kofiamp MwvViK m^ci [* + <^< 

•npoffcnto^ cwTov, itpoq [* ^ pro <ai/rov. 

15. afocyifOM^xfrai [^Ma>v<rff9, KoKvfAftA [* 4* (^< 

18. a-KO ^o^tiq «is [* ^ pro ^(if(. 

m 
rV. 4. auya<rai cwrovq rov [* ^ loco avTOt%. 

Oeov rov aoparov fin. [* + I'^v ooyMtToi/. 

6. ori, 'o^A^o o [* + I^ect. 

yvttHrea^i * rov [* — rtjq do(i7$. 

upoaonf^ XpiffTOv hiffov fin. [* $ pro irpoawn^ hiaov 

Xpurrov. 

13. init citKpot, tx'^rrs^ [* + Lect 

14. Lfo-oi/ t^eyepetf xat [ ^ pro eysp^t. 

V. 1. init. aiskipoi, ot^ofitp [* -f Lect. 

4. fiaipovfuvor $^ 4* ov [* ^ t^' 9^ loco CTreidt;. 

10. yap aUAKJHft itavraq [* + Lect. 
12« v/LtA'y aXA o^O|tyii|v [* — a. 

15. xoi Xpurroq vK$p [* + X^ffrcK. 

V7r^ Trayroyf airo^aFoyri [* ^ loco airrwi^. 

16. ryvQMC09b(ev * axrrt [* — xara ffapxa JLpiffToVf ahKa 

vw ovK ert yivwrKOfuv% hsc omissa alia quidem, 
sed vetusta manus in marg. ad scrips. 

17. KTtat^' ovaKOivi^toBt ra [* + avcawiviX'^aBt, 

19, KOff/Mv KardKKa^aaiv iavrc^ [* — <r. 

VI. 4. tv awayxoiSf cv dio^yyuois, ci^ ffrsvox* &C. [* + ^^^ 

hienyjjuuq, 

11. init. odfA^oi, TO [* 4. Lect. 
16. Oiov fura n^wAwi/ [* ^ pro /xer'. 
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AD II. CORINTH. Ci^. VH. VIH. IX. 

VII. 1. ayeaniTOif a^A^, Ma0api9§tfU¥ [* + Lect. 
6. ^fioti^ * w [* — • Qto^, 

10. init. odcAfoiy 9 [* + Lect. 

11. Kariipyotaaro * amn^tp^; [* — v/bUK. Alius hoc 

omissum superscrips. 

1 2. ov^ fvexcv rov [* ^ <fVc»ev. 

16. ^appt* * vfuy [*—»'. 

VIII. 1. ink. o^^i, YVMpi|;VyieF [* +Lect. 

v/jLty superscript, minio. 
4. etytovij * fin. [* ^ de^ot^fou nfiai* 

6. ira^oaxoAeaoM i^bi«$ TtrWf [* ^ q|u«f . 

7. init. * c&tfirep [* — oAA*. 

<^ jg^bttty <y v/M^ aryocTni. [* ^ pro vftm^ €v nf^v, 
9. Si' nf*0DQ^9wrctx*wr$ [* ^ pro vftms* 
OW 4bUM$ Tl| [* ^ pro 1^1$. 

irrM^'f^ irAovriftfittyticv fin. [* ^ pro TrXoi/nfOfn-e. 
14. 9r«j|(Mr0'<c9ua * C15 [* — yfMjrw. 
16. init. o^A^y X^$ [* *(* I^ct 
19. Till' ocvrifv TOW [* ^avTov. 

itpo$vfua¥ nfiM¥ fin. [* ^ pro v|im^* 

24. wM^acBtj * «i5 [* — KOI. 

IX. 2. o*i5/«»v [*— «^. 

4. jcoi «u|tM» i//ia9 [* ^ ev/Mk»orii' vitiose scriptum, sed 
correctum esse videtur. 
vfjLO^ a7rapa<n(€V0v^t xaraiaX' &c. [* ^ pro atrapa- 

Aeyo^bicv tyui^) tv [* ^ pro v/uci^. 
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AD II. CORINTH. Cap. IX. X. XI. 

IX. 4. vftorrairet tovjik tjj? [* $ pTO ravrji. 

5. ytui «u5 irXBove^iav [* ^ pro onrirep, 

6. init.aJ«A^oi,**o(r7r«//ww [* + Lcct. *♦ — Tovro^g. 

10. Ta ysp^n/iiaTa tijs [* — k altera m. 

1 1 . ^e t^/uwf evxapiariav [* ^ pro ^/itt»v. 

12. cfTi^ aiieh^tf ^ [* + Lect. 

15. x«P'« * ^<* [ — ^' 

X. 6. Trotf'ay irapafiaaiv xai iraffav irapoacotiw [* -f fro^a- 

7. fiAtnrrt ; iMK^it e/ [* + Lect. 

9. iva 09fui [* + ^** 

12. 0'i/Fi0TavoKr«v* oM ai/roi [* — a. 

oi^ trwwwnv fin. [* + ov tFwtovtnv lioe& subducts 
notata sunt. 

13. ot^ iiAvrpn^iv tjf^v [* ^ pro ejj£ptffev. 

17. Kv|Mk> xai/;^fKra0'^M fin. [* $ pro xov^^mr^. 

XI. 1. init aitApoi, otpsKoif [* + Lect. 

fUKpov Ttiq a/^potrwiK' aX\a [* ^ pro rn ail^pocvvTi, 

2. {'oAif* ^pfwffa^v yap [* $ i pro fy. yit. et correct. 

3. a7Aon|ro$ xoi tik ayi^onn'os iw [* + kou rtjs ayvo- 

TfiTog^ quee et lined, subduct& notata sunt. 
5. init. o^eA^i, ^oyt^o^Mu [* + Lect. 
7. titoin^a^ iavT9v Twnnyav [* ^ pro i^i/roK. 
10. ov t^payn^srm ei$ [* ^ pro a^fpayursrcu. 

14. 01/ 5ai//ia' ai/ros [* ^ pro l^cwjuLOffTov. 

16. iVa x^» fUKpov Tt Kauxn<r€tfiou* [* $ pro iva fitxpov 

r/ x^a> xai/;^f|^aybiai, 

17. 01/ xocra Kvptov^ XaA<u aAA' [* $ pro ov haXet Kara 

Kvptov. 
21. nffBivnffafuv' aZlki^iy tv [* + Lect. 
25. Tpi5 €p*aff^t^0tp/, dnc^ [* — p alterum. 
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AD II. CORINTH. Cap. XI. XII. XIII. 

XI. 26. itoToifJMv^ tuvhvvot^ * e^ tdv^v [* — AiforMV, xtvBwot^ 

31. init. a^eAi^oi, 6 Qeo^ [* + Lect. 

32. rtiv iroAiv Ao^uoo'xffi'aiv, [* $ pro rtiv Aoyio^xifywy 

XII. 9. ev aaOev*ia rthstovrat, [* — «. 

10. init. ahhipoif hio I* + Lect. - 

11. yap xtffTepriKa rcav [* ^ x pro <r. 

12. ra fuvroi anfuta [* ^ pro /icv. 

14. rpiTov TOVTO IrotfMH [* -f- rovjo, 

v/ictfi/, aAAa i^/iac [* + a ultimum. 

rois yovivatv ^naavp^ttVy [* + y, f^Axi/orixov. 
16. v/itts* aXAa vTrocpxofv [* + « ultimum. 
20. init. oiieA^o/, i^ofiovfiat [* + Lect. 

XIII. 1. init. toovf rptrov [* + '^ov. 

du> xca r/9i<k»i/ fSMprrvptsv [* $ pro di/o fiaprvptav &c. 

3. init. adeAi^oi, «7rei [* 4- Lect. 

4. oAAa ^ii<rofi9v irw ' [* ^ pro \jiii90fitia. Correctura 

sic mutat. 
7. jMi^€tr ovx * ivoL vfUi^ TO KoXov [* — iva nfisti ^ 
Mfioi ^awdfuvj ocAA'. 

10. qv o Kvpioq cdo>x« yiuM [* $ pro ny Aucs &C. 

11. KM Tfli €iptlVtK [* + Tlf?. 

Subscript ^iXiTnrwF * d/oc [* — ti;? Mocxc^ovia^.) 
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AD GALAT. Cap. I. II. III. 
Cap. I. 3. init. a^ehpot, x^^ L* + Lect. 

4. icwrov irept retv [* i pro wrep, Quod aiitem ra- 
dendo sic mutatum videtur. 

CUaVO^ TOW ffOVtipOV [* + TOW. 

7. 01 Tapa^*oi'Te5 v/Mxq [* — o- alterum. 

# 

8. ovpapov evoiyye\t^fiT9 Vfuv [* ^ pro {^i^tou. 

11. init. cL^eh^t, yvatpi^oD [* + Lect. 
vjjuv, * TO [* — aZeKipot. 

12. oAA' iia a7roxaAi/^ea>s [* + a in dia. 
1 7. ot/^e oanjk$ov eis [* ^ pro avi^X^OF. 



OTTOOToAoiyg* aAAa oTnjX^v [* + a in aA\a. 
18. init. eTTiTot fiera rpia erti avtj\0ov [* S ^ pro ei. 
** ? pro erti rpta. 

II. 6. init. a^sKlpot^ amo ]* + Lect. 

11. init. a^eA^of, ot« ]* + Lect. 

13. xoi Ba^i/a/3«K avvvnayBtivM avmv [ ^ pro Ba/oi^a- 

14. Jij? * oi/x [* — xat, 

16. init. aieA^oif et^oreq [* -}" I-^ect. 

^^U€IS * IfJO'OI/l' XpiffTOV tltl(TT€V<FafUV [* «I5, 

** ? pro Xpiarov Itiarow. 
^lOTi ov e^ epytav vofiov ^tKat€o$iiff9rai [*$ pro oi/ 

21. init. ocdeA^oi, oi/x [* -(•Lect. 

III. 1. t/ia$ efioffKfivev rri [* ^ pro efioffxave. 

yuij Ttti^ea^e ; 0/5 [* ^ pro 7ret0ea0at, 
8. init. o^cA^o/^ Trpoi'i^iyo'a [* -|- Lect. 
10. yeyponrrou yap' * *Oti ev iraffi [* — tniKaraparo^ 
was 05 OI/X efjifJL€Vit, ** + oti. 



174 APPENDIX (b.) 

AD GALAT. Cap. III. IV. V. 

III. 15. init. «3eA^o/y Kara [* + Iiect. minio cnim ad- 
script. Millio tamen legitur. 

17. fura TtTpaxoo'ia xm tptoamura ertj [* % pro fura 

trn Ttrpa, &c. 

18. <7roeyy«A/a( exoiffttraro 6 [* ^ pro xe;^a^iOTa/. 

19. ^ emryyeiXocro, diaray«/$ [* ^ pro efrtfyyeArat. . 

21. ovToq ex i/o/iOi/ ai' ^* rj ^iKOuoawni [* $ pro ovrcitq av, 

^^ — tfV, 

23. TOW * fAtfwi' [* — U. 

26. Ttwreo^i * 1170-01/ "Xpiarov [* — ev. ** ^ pro X/oioro) 

Iff 0*01/. 

28. tk * ^ [* — ecrre, 
IV. 2. init. aAA* vtto [* — « uldmum. 

8. init. ahh^otf ** ore /xei/ [* + Lect. ** — ocAAa. 
*** i pro TOTf . 
13. MrBevetap * wapKoq [* — njg. 

22. init. yeypairre yocp, a^s?ipotf *** Afipaux/JL [* <^ pro 

yeypaTTTat. ** + Lect. *** — or/. 

24. arii/a eori* aAAi^yojtioi/yuei'oc [* — v, «^f Axt/o'r/xov. 
ya/u «/(ri * ii/o [* — v, ai. 

J7T15 «flTi * Ayap [* — K, c^Axi/o-. &c. 
28. init. oHeAtpot, ^iq ** xara [* ?'p1r6 4>^/( i«, 
aSeA^of . ** — Je. 
V. 3. he * voarrt [* — froAii^. 

4. ')(apiroq e^eneffere fin. [* ^ pto e^eifea'are. 

7. v/io^ evexo^e rq [* ^ pro apsKoyj^s. 

10. «AAo ^povnffSTcii' 6 [* ^ pro (ppovfio'ere, 

11. fiy» * ocheJiipot [* — ^e. 

« TttpiTOfuv €Tt [* ^ pro Ttepirofui^, 
\b, fiti \m* exAAifAwv [* — o ultimuin. 
17. « ««!/ >eAi7r«^ ** Tmnre [* f pro av, ** — rawa. 
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AD GALAT. Cap. V. VI. 

V. 20. init. eti0thoharpta, ^apfjmK$ia [* $ pro «i^AoAa- 

rp€ta, 
20, 21. Bpu^i * ^0O¥o% [* — -^i|Aoi, 5t^/, tptBetai^ h- 

22. init. otifAi^i, o [* + Lect. 

23. itpaormy iyxpana* xara [* ^ pro syKpartui. 
26. /LU} Y«vttyufto xfvo^o^o/, [* ^ pro ytv€o/u$a, 

VI. 2. init oieAtfwi, aMniXtav [* -|- Lect. 

11. init. aieXpoi^ there [* + Lect. 

12. ovayxot^ovo'iv i^ua$ freptre/jLveo^oUf [* ^ pro v/ao^ . 

13. oi ittpiTtrfinfiMfoi owTot [* $ pro ^spirtfivo/uvoi. 
Subscript, init. n Tirpo^ [* + 4< 



AD EPHES. 

Cap. I. 3. init. oj^th^t^ evhoynrog [* + Lect. 
eTtovpavtoiq ev XptirTef [* -|* ^i'* 

7, tv ^, cAehpoi, exo/Acr [* + Lect. 

10. rov trhtipeifjkoeroq TCiv [* rasurft qu&dam fact& sic leg. 
ra eiTi roiq [* i pro re ei^. 

12. eitouvop * }o^f^ [* — TJK« 

13. ffwrfi/Mot^ n^v* <v [^ ^pro i^/ua»i/. 
16. init. odeA^oiy 01/ [* -)- Lect. 

18. TtK KOphta^ vfM^v [* f pro havoiaq. 

21. ^i/vo^«$ *,Ka< navroi [* — x«i xvfUOTnroq. 

22. xoi^ odeA^oi, 7r«i/T0( [* + Lect. 

23. Tov ra iravra [* + ra. 
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AD EPHES. Cap. II. III. IV. 
II. 3. ifJktts * avearrpoujfijfuv [* '—traPTsq. 
4. init. a^ehipotf 6 [* -f Lect. 

7, 8. Post finem v. 7. et init. v. 8. errore scribs, 

initium v. 8. et v. 6. et7. occurrant, quae autem 

line& deleta sunt. 

10. avTOv * €ffjj,ev [* — yap. 

h}ffov €7r* €pyoiq [* — i in ewi. 

1 1 . htOf oheA^otf fLvnfjLOvtvere [* + Lect. 

Ti;5 Ksyousvot^ 7r$piTojj,fiq [* i pro Aeyoyuffyf}^. 

4ft ## 

14. yap^ a^eK(f>otj "Xptaroq ecnv [* + Lect. ** +• 

17. etpfivnu fifitv TOiq [* J pro v/aii/. 

18. irpoffaycciytjv * afjuf^orepoi [* — o/. 

19. oi/i/y a^eA^oi, ovxert [* + Liect. 
21. irataa * oiKO^ofUfi [* — ^. 

III. 5. o * cTepaiq [* — ei/. 

nvet/iaTi aY<(k). fin. [* + ayicj^. 

8. init. a^£A^, ^oi [^ + Lect. 
^aPTOfP * «y/ft)v [* — Tft)v. 

] 6. Upsv/MXToq iavTov, eig [* ^ pro aurov. 

19. vnepfiaWovffap ayamt^p rtt^ yva)0'ea)^ rov [* % pro 

vittpPaKKovffap riiq yp«t>ffea}q ayarrtjp rov, 

IV. 1. init. a}ie\(f>ott rrapoKaJico [* + Lect. 

13. ai/$|0« reAiov, etq [^ ^ loco reAe(OF. 

14. /V«, otieKpotf firjxeTt [* -|- Lect. 
17. ovp Tiryap kou [* S pro Aeyoy. 

1/005 eavTcop' fin. [* ^ pro avTap» 
25. ^<o, o^eA^os aito$efi€Poi .[* + Lect. 

28. T«/s id<a/$ X^P^*^ t* "'' '^'^?' 
32. «x«|oiflr«To ^/Atv fin. [* ^ loco t^iv fin. 
V. 1. init. a^eA^o/, ytpeaffe [* + Lect. 
8. KwjOift)* a$eA^o<, ft>5 [* "f- Lect. 

20. init. ade\(l>oi, ivyaptiTTovvTiq [* + Lect. 
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AD EPHES. Cap.V. &VI. 

V. 23. oTi * avfip [* — Q. 

25. init. aheKiJHn^ oi [* + Lect. 

29. f/xtffti<r€v, aA\a exTpe^et [* 4* pro a\A*. 

VI. 6. aAA' w doi/Aoi [* ^ pro a^. 

9. avrcDV * Ri//9/o$ [* — a. 

10. evZuyatjjuovaBe * €v [ ev Ki/|Oia>, k«i. 

13. init. aieJi^ot, ha [* -\- Lect. 

1 9^ xoi 7re|»i e/iov [* ^ pro vTrep. 
yuoi ho0ii \oyoq [* ^ loco ^o0$iti. 

21. J« eiie/re xai [* ^ pro eidin'e. 

# 
- Subscript, init. i; trpoq [* + ^. 



AD PHILIPP. Cap. I. & II. 

Cap. I. 6. nn^paq XptuTOv lti(rov fin. [* ? pro fifMSpag Iriffov 

Xpttnov fin. 
7. jc«i ev Ttj a-nohjoyia [* -|- ei/. 
12. init. adeA^o/, ytvctXTKCiv [* + Lcct. 

fiovKofiai, * OTI [* — oc^eA^oi. 

Iff. 

20. OT/, ocdeA^oi, ev [* + X«ect. 
23. 0't/i/excyuai de eit [* ^ pro yoLp, 

26. vybuuv ■neptajevari ev [* ^ loco irepuro'evrf, 

27. /xovov, a^e\if>oty o^totq [* 4~ Lect. 
II. 1 . esTt (nrXayxva [* ^ pro rtva, 

2. awTO ^povetre, Ttfv [* ^ loco <l>povtiTe. 

4. xai TO eTepci>v eKourrov fin. [* ^ pro xat ra erepeoy 



exajToq 



fin. 



.3. init. a^X^oij tovto [* -f Lect. 



N 



178 APPENDIX (b.) 

AD PHILIPP. Cap. II. III. IV. 
II. 16. 6ri^ aith^tj ovk [* + Lect. 

19. fv "Xptere^ liiffou [* i pro Kvpi^, 

20. offT/( ra itefn vfkoav yvtiffioa^ fuptfunfO'ei fin. [* $ pro 

ooTtq yvrja-icoq ra inpi vftjoav fitpifanntrti fin. 

21. ra * Xpt(rTov [* — tov. 

24. init. ai^eTi^oiy 'itenot$a [* + Lect. 

26. v/Mxq thiiy, kou [* + *^9ty, 

27. aAAa xa /tie, /i/a [* ^ pro tuu t/u* 

III. 3. irvwfMTt Ofov Aarf»ei/aFre$, [* ^ loco Gecp. 

4. ire7rot0ti<ny * fv [* — Kioci. 

Ttq aXAoq ^Mi ittmoiBwou [* % pro ri$ ^xei aAAo^ 
'n€7tot0wai* 

5. ^t/AiK B«v/^iff , '£/^9aio$ [* ^ pro 'Bevtafuv, 
8. aAAoe /biei' intv km [* ^ pro fJMfOwyt. 

oi', 0i2fA^/, roe [* -f Lect. 
12. e^' f> * xareAif^^fff [* — xoi. 

vrro * Itiffov Xpurrw fin. [* — tov, ** ? pro Xpiffrov 
Iif^oi/ fin. 
17. Toi/5 ovTtD^ ittpararowTai [* ^ pro ovTCi>. 
20. init. o^eA^; ^fMv [* + Lect. 

IV. 1. fjLOv, ovraq orriKeTe [* i pro outw. 

2. init. tvooiav yrapaxaJiM, [* ^pro eveo^tav. 

4. init. o^eKi^oij x^P^^ [* H~ Lect. 
10. init. aJ^tXtjfot^ ^aptiv [* + Lect. 
12. oi^ KM raw$ivova$M [* ^ loco ie. 
Subscript.' init. ij Wjtwjs [* + i}. 



AD COLOSS. 

Cap. I. 4. ayoaniy nv ^x^m €i$ Travra^ [* ^ nv loco Ti;y. 

5. aTToxe^uevijv v/txeiv fv [* ^ pro v/bui^. 
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AD COLOSS. Cap. I. II. III. 

I. 6. KapTt6i^9pin/fuvov^ mm av^nvo/xwov xa^s [* + hat 

12. init. ahtjS^i, ei/x«/t)iflTovKre« [* + Lect. 
rijp 6f{» Mas nmrpi [* + Ocip no/. 

18. irH. * aco-os X(t>io-ro$ wt/v [* — icai. ** + XpiffToq, 
29. ^voTov avTov, irapourrn^ai [* + olvtov, 

23. VTTO * OVpOOfOV [* TOV. 

24. init. ai^\ipoi, vw [* 4- Lect. 

27. yvoipurai n to 9rAovto$ [* ^ ti to pro rig 6. 

28. ^idcurxoFTf^ * •notVTOt. [* — irai^a (KiSpoimov tv Traari 

ffo^UA^ iva TtapotarnffwfjAV,) 
II. 1. init. aieXipoi, S^eha [^ + Lect. 
ayeuiya * rrept [* — t^^, 
4. ev TtiBavahayta fin. [* ^ pro itiBavohoyta fin. 
8. init. o^A^f, fiXeirers [* + Lect. 

13. vfJMg, (^Uhpot, pexpovg [* + Lect. 

1 4. ai/TO i7/t)ei' eit ' [* ^ pro tipxey. 

10. 1; * TTOO-ei [* €V. 

1 7. aa^jux. * JLpurrov [* — toi/. 

20. init. odeA^oi, «i [* + Lect. 

Ot/l' * Xf>l0Tf> [* Tft>. 

21. d\l^pt f^ yevfftj, /Ml S^tyrjq [*^pro yuijJe. **^loco 

23. Aoyov /All e^oira [* ^ pro /acv. 
III. 2. CTTi * yi;? [* — Ttjg, 

4. init. a^eA^oi, orai' [* + Lect. 

5. •<rr/i/ ei^AoAarjO/a fin. [* ^ pro efda>AoA^r|oei« fin. 

12. iuit. adcA^oi, ei/^i/tf-our^e [^ + Lect. 

13. tx^fpt^O'-TO i^iVf ovrcag xai [ ^ pro v/j,iv ovreo, 
16. ev €vx<oip«rrta a^irreq [* ^ loco X^*'^'» 

n2 
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AD COLOSS. Cap. III. & IV. 
III. 17. init. aiiki^i, ** irav [* + Lect. ** — km. 
1} * epytj^ [* — ev. 
OPOfjMTt rov Kvptov [* -f" '*'^^' 
24. Ttjv avraTTo^atv rnq [* $ pro avTatto^oirtv, 
IV. 1. dot/Aofs Trojwxere, ei^rcs [* i pro irapexfo'0€, 
2. init. aie\(l>oi, rp [* + Lect. 
5. ioit. oc^sA^oi, cv [* 4- Lect. 
10. init. aSeA^o/, ounra^erai [* + Lect. 
Subscript, init. rj npoq Kohaaarei^ eypoujni [* 4 ^ 
** ^ pro KoXaifffoisi^. 



AD I. THESS. Cap. I. & II. 

Cap. I. 1. HavTiog xat TtfwOeog xat ^tXovavoq [* $ pro teat 

2iAoi;<xi/o$ xai Tt/io$eog» 
2. Otto Tttpi •navTCiV vfuuv itavrori [* ? pro Geo) wai/- 
Tore TTCjOi &C. 

6. ^Kt^ei TToAAo/, yueroe [* ^ pro ttoAA//. 

7. xai ev Tij A;^ara. [* + «i/. 

9. •nepi vfi<ov airayyeWovaiv [* ^ pro t^/xcui^. 

10. ex reav vexpeov [* + TWf. 

II. 1. yap, aieAiJHH, oi^are [^ -|~ o^sA^o/. 

2. oeAAa * "npOTtaBovreg [* — xai. 

7. init. * eyevf7^f|uei' i^iprioi ci' [* — aAA'. ** ^ pro 

tJlTlOl. 

8. ayaTTtiTot ^jjmv eyevijdtjTe fin. [* i pro ij/iiv yeysprjtrde, 

9. init. a^eA^oi, fxvtjfiovevere yap^ top [* $ pro Mfij- 

juLOvevere yap, oc^eA^CM, rov. 
14. yapt a^e\ipoif p4fj.nTai ey€ff}OtjTej [* $ pro yajt) fufuirat 
eyevtjBtjre, oc^cA^oi. 
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AD I. THESS. Cap. II. III. IV. V. 

II. 15* KOi i|ua( ex}ftt^avTa)v, [* ^pro v/jta^, 

# 
19, 20. Ttapovata'y aieA^ot, CifUt^ [* -f- Lect. 

III. 1. ho KOd fUlKiTt [* 4" >^Of*» 

vfuiq mjaere tv [* tf e pro i;. 
9. Oeot/ * fin. [* — nftMv, 
IV. 1. a^K(f>otf epoDTca vfwi.% [^ $ pro e^ra)/iey. 

2. ltJ99V XptiTTOV fin. [* + XpUTTOV. 

5. TToc^ci arifuaqy KoJBaTttp ** t« [* ^ pro €ni6v/xia<i, 

^^ — Kai, 

6. xai Ttpoemofuv vfxtv [^ ^ pro Trftotmafuv, 

& ei$ v/ua^ fin. [* $ pro ^/ua^. 

13. init. o^tKipot^ov ^ehM/Msvhs [* + Leet. ** +/i«»'. 
1 8. <wirr£, aSeA^/, troc/oaxaAeire [* + Lect. 

V. 8. ovreq, viotf vii^a>fievy [* + viot, 

9. oT/, aieA<l>oi, ovK [* + Lect. 

13. ev aio"©!? fin. [* f pro ei/ iavToi^, 

14. oA/yo^iy;^ow5, av€j(j£<r$s Ti»v [* ^ pro avrej^eaOe, 

21. 7r«FTa de ^oxz/wi^ovTeg* to [* + ^«» ** tf pro ^o- 

24. •noiriasi tuv eKntha vfioov fiefiaiav fin. [* + "^^^ 

27. Rc/pioi^, avayveapi(r0tivai Tf)v [* ^ pro ai/ayvoNr^^Fai. 

Syllaba /e>i erasa est. 
Subscript, init. >; irpo^ [* + ^. 



AD II. THESS. Gap. I. 

Cap. I. 4. xai Tijs Tr^rreo)^ [* + tij?. 
8. c<do(ri Toi/ Geoi' [* + tov. 
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AD II. THESS. Cap. I. II. III. 
I. 9, 10. i0'%iyo$ avTov* * kou ^avfia9$nvou [* — iiav 
ehBrji evho^aur$tjvau tv TQiq ayiot^ avrov, 

12. ItJffOU * 9V [* — • XptffTOV, 

II. 1. iniU a^e\<l>oi, eptoTcafuv [^ -|- I>ect. 

1. 3« ifia^, ** vnep Ti;g [* ^ pro iij|u^ ** — aifA^o*. 

5. OTI * a>V [* €TI. 

13. init. oiieAt^oi, o^tthofuv ^lki$ ^^* tv^aptar^v 

III. 5. £/5 Tf;i/ u7r(yioi/t;i/ [* + ti;v. 

6. init. o^eA^o/, TrojoayyeAAo/Acy ht vfuv^ ev. [* $ pro 

J7F irapfXafiov Trap* [* ^ ov pro c. 
Subscript, init. ^ ttpo^ [* + o. 



AD I. TIMOTH. Cap. I. & II. 

Cap. I. 8. init. rexvoi' T//«o^ee, oAafuv [* + Lect. 

9. fiefiriXoi^f irarpahoiai^ xat furtrpakoiai^ [* i ot pro 

^tf. ** ^ 01 pro <w. 
13. vfiptffTtiv* aKKa tjAex^v, [* + « vit. 
15. init. rekvov TtfjuoBee^ iriffroq [* + Lect. 
18. init. Tfxi'ov Ttfxo$ee^ ravrnv [* + rexfoi' TifxoBet. 
ffoi, * xara [* — rtKvop TtfioBn, quae a prima 
manu quidem hie scripta, sed ob loctionis init. 
erasa esse videntur. 
II. 1. init. TCKvov iifio0$£, •napaxoLKoi [* + Lect. 

2« •navTtav av$pwna>v rt>v [* -I- quod autem lineS, 

deletum est. 
8. xai h«\oy{<rjj,a)v fin. [* ^ pro ^taJioytcfioif. 
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AD I. TIMOTH. Cap. III. IV. V. VI. 

III. 1. init. T$KyQv Tifiodee^ mffroq [* + Lect. 
10. TitoLMvuTtMrav^ av9*khiiToi -opres [* — y» 

13. init. rexvop Ti/uo^ee, oi [* + Lect. 

IV. 1* Tiv€i WKO Tijs [* + wno, 

KOi diia^xoAia^ do^yioM^y [* i pro ^^offumXifxiq. 
7. ^ irowTOv irpoq [* ^ pro aiaurw. 
9. init. TCKPOP TtfioOte^ maTo^ [* + Lect. 

10. /JuxXioraoi 7rt(rTa>v [* + ^*« 

16. init. TTpoaex's veowre^ [* i pro eircp^c. 

V, I. init. T€Kvw TtjjLo^ee, irpeafivrep^ [* -4- Lect. 
4. eoTi * onro^cxroi' [* — koKov kou. 

11. init. rexi/ov Ti/jM^ee^ vetnepaq ie [^ + Lect. 

** # o pro «. 

14. i^eoire^s X*>P^^ yofuiv^ [* + X''/"^* 
18. Boi/i' oAooio/ra ov \^ $ pro a\oa>vroc 

21. xara irpotrxAtjfftv fin. [* ^ pro Trpoaxhtatp. 

22. init. rexvoy £ifjuo$e€^ X^*P^ [* "^ Lect. 

VI. 5. init. hianaparptfiat hei^apfuvonv [* ^ pro irapa- 

^larptfiat, 
11. iftevys' rexvov TtfioOeSf htotxe [* + Lect. 

12. ^V * fxAlf^, [* KOU, 

15. oet^et 6 fiaxapiQ^ [* + o* 

17. init. rexvov TifjLo$eey roi^ [* -{• Lect. 

^yuiv Travra 7rAoi/^/a>$ €i^ [* J pro 7rAoc^o'ia>$ iravra ei^, 
20. Tm' TTOtpoUhjxijv i^vKa^ov [* ^ pro 'KapoLxaTaBtjxrjv, 

Ik 

Subscript, init ^ trpoq [* + jJ. 

TtoucartaviK thou Jfj xoci ^ ex Aoioitxstaq [* + Haec 
verba addita sunt. 
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AD II. TIMOTH. Cap. I. II. III. IV. 

Cap. I. 5. 90V Ewmp* treireiar/Aot [* ^ pro £we«JOf. 

7. irfevfia deiAio^, oAAa [* ^ pro 6€t\esaq, 

15. eoTi ^|9i/yeAiK ««/ [* ^ pro ^vyeAAo^. 
II. 1. /uw rexvoy 1i/jLO0ee, €v— [* + Lect. 

9. a» KOMOTraStav fUXP* [* ^ pl^ xaucoiroAtf. 
11. init. TSKvov Tifiodeey •mtrroq [*+ Lcct. 

am^X'i^ <^'o^' (*) 

lit 

14. Tov Jiptirrov fui [* ^ pro Ki/jpiov. 

19. wa^ * ovofto^^ [* — o. 

ft 

20. init. T€Kvov Tifwdee, ev [* -k- Lect. 

III. 6. X6U cu^jjiahotTt^ovTei ** yvroixer/Ma [* ^ pro at^fia.- 
KcDTivovreq, ** — to. 

8. avTfOTi|(rai/ Mtavtrtif aCreiq [* ^ pro Meavtret. 

10. de, Tcxvoy Ttfiodee, irafniKoXov^xa^ [* + Lect. 
14, 1.5. finem inter v. 14. et initium v. 15. tota linea 

'est erasa. 

• • * 

16. init. rexvov Ttfiodeey -noura [* + Lect. 

IV. 5. Jc TSKvov tifioOce^ viHpe [* + Lect. 
13. TOV ipeKavtiVf 6v [* $ pro ^cuKovtiv. 

TptiKKj^t *, epx^fievoq [* — Trapa KapTTca. 

19. atmoffai WpiaKiKav xou [* ^ pro ITjOKrxai'. 

20. Tpoifftfiov * oTreAiTTOv [* — Je. - 
Subscript, init. f irpo^ [* 4. ^. 

exxA]7(r<a$ eTr/^rxoTrov irpcuTov xe^/oo &C- [* $ pro 

exxAi7<r/a^ Trpoirov eirierKOitov xe</90 &c. 
Kaiffapt T<y/ii;5,Ne|tkui// [* + 'Poyxi^^. 



(*) This seems to be taken from 1 Tim. L 1 5. 




APPENDIX (b.) 185 

AD TITUM, Cap. 1. 11. 111. 
Cap. I. 5. KOUf r€Kvov Tire, naTotaTtiaa^ Kara [* ^ Lect. 

** S pro xaTooTtiffTi^. 

9. Kara * h^j(tJ^ L* — ''''•'• 

10. itoXXot * ayvTraraucTot, kou fu^TOuoKoyol [* — xai. 

** + XOi. 

15. init. TeAfOf Tire, Travra [* + Lect. 
II. 2. irpsa-fiuToq vtttJMJieous uvai [* (^ pro v9j(ffa\iovq. 

7. Ti/TTOi/ xoAoi/ epyovy ev [* (^ pro xaAoit^ epytav, 
o'^tyori^ra, a^f^apaia, fin. [* ^ loco aupOapaiav^ fin. 

8. ire^ ^''uwv A«yeiv [* (^ loco v/uLoiv. 

1 1 . iniU reKPov Tire, €ncj>avn [* + Lect. 

III. 5. tuu avatuuvtfftcaq JlvevfxaToq [* S pro ai^axoii^aMreai^. 

lit 

7. KKtipovofxot yev^ieda xar [* ^ pro yevojfu$a. 

8. init. Tiifvov Tire, itttrTw; [* -f Lect. 

12. init. *3eurov [* — otuv irsfiy^ca hgrefiau ttpo^ tre ti 

Tvxi>^ovy airov, haec omissa alia quidem, sed 
retusta manus in marg. adscrips. 
Subscript, init. jj w/w? [* 4- i* 



AD PHILEMON. 

Cap. I. 1. hcfffuoq lifaov Xpicrrou, xau [* $ pro heafito^ Xptcrrov 

ht(rov, xat. 

6. €v iifuv €tq [* ^ pro lyyuii^. 

7. init. Xftjoav y«p ttoaAjji' «X®'' **' C* ^ P'^^ X^P*^ y^ 

10. iroipotKdSoik de irepi [* $ loco o-e. 

lit 
20. ev XptffTd^ fin. [* ^ loco Kvptiu. 

Subscript, init. i -npo^ [* + i. 
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AD HEB. Cap. L II. in. IV. V. 

Cap. I. 1. irpo^nratij eir eo-xarov Twf [* ^ pro «ir' eorxarwi'. 

4. avTovi etkniffev wofjM [* ^ loco tuxhipovofuiKev. 

5. ya/9 wnev irore [* # pro etn€» 

Ik 

II. 2. init. aUNpot^ « [ + Lect. 

3. row OMOvovT^v e/$ [* ^ pro oucovrarraii'. 

7, 8. ocuroF. * YiavTa [* — mou xaT e g ri fff fl c^ aanov titt 

ra €pya to^p j(et(Mi¥ <r9tf. 

1 0. riK ^<k>9^ avT»w [* g loco tf-oinfiMas. 

11. yapf otJeA^i, o ayioc^aw' [* + Lect. ** + o. 

16, 17. eniXofjifiavsTou, * ofiey [* — oKKoi mrepjjMToq 
Afipaofi eittK(K^(weT(u* Alius in marg. adjecit. 

III. 1. ifjMv \ii<Tow "KptoToy fin. [* $ pro XfMO'TOf I17901/V. 

2. xou Mo/v^riK tfy [* i pro MoNnK. 

3. Ttapa MawiniP tfttoTot [* S pro Ma»0^. 

8. /bu; 0'xXi||Oi/veTe raq [* ^ loco <rxAi^|M/vf|re. 
10. Kcu eitra* Aet [* ^pro etitov. 

12. init. o^eX^i, ^Aeirerf, /ti; Trore . [* $ pro ^Aerrere, 

13. crxAfipwOri e^ v/jmv ri% a-narri [* ? pro axhtipwOp t<? 

15. X/fiMVy * <v [* ^ <wS- 

16. ^la M<k>v>ea>$ fin. [* ^ loco MaMrea)^. 

17. xa)A<x fTreovi' ey [* ^pro eneasy- 

IV. 2. /bill <rvyK6Kf)afjLS¥0v^ ri| [* ^ pro tf'tryxex/oo^i^. 

6. eto'eJ\0ov hta anetOetav [* j loco- it\ 

14. init. adeA^o/y €j(^oyTe^ [* + Lect. 

V. 4. xai, ahshipot, ovx [* + Lect. 
Tt/xrjVy aAA' o [* ^ pro «AAa. 
KM * Atxpcov [* — o. 
5. init. ovTcw? K(xt [^ ^ pro oJto;. 



1 
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AD HEB. Cap.V. VI. VII. VIII. IX. 

V. 10. vno* Oeou [* — toi/. 

li. init a^eXiffot, trtfu [* + Lect. 

VI. 1. apxm * hoyov [* — tow Xpiarrov. 

9. init a^eAiffoif •ne-n$i<rfit0(x. [* + Lect. 

K€u ovTcaq >joLkavfU¥ [* $ pro Ol/T*». 
13. init. atj^eK<^oii *"?[*+ Lect. 



,* 



15. Kcu ovrtd^ fioxpoOvfdnO'a^ [ $ pro oCrra 



* 



VII. 1. init. aieK^if ovroq [* -f Lect. 



« 



3. 6eov, fjsycav itpevf [* i loco ^yei. 



4. hfipouxfjL deda)xev ex [* j pro e^xev. 
7. init. a^eA^, X^V^^ [* + Lect. 

14. tep&xrvvii^ '^/Lawortj^ cAaX}^re [* j pro Maxnjq. 
16. eyro AiK trapxtvns yvyopev [* # pro crapKucti^. 

15. init o^eKpoiy afiertitrtq [* + Lect. 

lit 
26. init. ocicA^, TOiotrros [* + Lect. 

T<ov avcw yevofievoq (*) [* $ pro ovpav&>v, 
VIII. 3. xat TotovTov 6 [* i loco Tovrov, 

5. KfXjprifJMTttrrca Mwvorfi;, yueAAo)!' [* ^ pro Mcuori;^. 
^i7(ri, fmnicrtt^ ttavra [* ^ loco Trotfitrriq, 

6. ^lai^oparepaq rervxnxe Tietrovpytaq [* rf pro T€T€i/p^€. 

7. init. ot^eAipoty et [* + Lect. 

8. oixov * loi/^a [* — IcrpatiK xat err/ tov oikov, 
IX. 1. init. a^ehiffotj e/;^e [* -f Lect. 

5. (wv I'l/v oi/x eoTTi xara /xf/oo^ Arye<v fin. [* ? pro <wv 

oi/x errt vvv "Ksyeiv Kara fupo^ fin. 

6. 2c oi/ra>^ xareaxsvafffuvcav [* j pro oi/r<k>. 

8. init. a^eA^o/, toi/to [* + Lect. 
11. init. aheXipoi, Xpttrroq [* + Lect. 
14. nFet/iaros ay^ov iavrov [* f loco atatvtov. 

(*) The oup may have been omitted ; or else, av<av is an abbrevia- 
tion of Mfwvc^y. 
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AD HEB. Cap. IX. X. XI. 

IX. 14. G£tt»9 Ka0aLp»irtt np^ [* ^ pro Ko&apiei, 

18. odev ov^ i [* ^ pro ov^. 

19. OifAO,* /MOVX^mf [* — Ttt»l'. 

21. init. odeA^, ov [* + Lect. 

25. init. ovis hm [* ^ pro oc^. 
28. ovr<kK xoi 6 [* + JMtf* 

X. 1. init a^A^y tf-xioy [* +L«ect. 
Taa% * Bvaiat^ [* — atrroi^. 
2. eirei * «•' [* — ovx. 

firihcfuav in ^€t¥ ffw€ihnff*v [* $ pro fJuiSsfJuav 

] 0. €(TfLeV * ^ [* — oi. 

O'ayiOTOf * Iifcoi; [* — tow. 

1 1 . fuv ofy^upi^ UmiKB [* ^ loco iepev^ 

19. init. adcA^oi, cxoi^re^ [* + Lect. 

lit 

26. Aa/Seir ii|$ oA^^efas, Tifv entyyttirtv ovk [* $ prci Aa- 

/8<iv Ti|v entyvoMTttf tik oAiftfeioc, ovx. 
32. ovafAifjanfaMffde * toj [* — ^e. 

34. e^^e/i* * iai/ro<$ [* — ev, 

35. init occ^^A^, yuii [* + Lect. 

36. ycff) exeroi ;^w«f [* ^ pro €X*^** 
XI. I. <Je wiffTij^, eA7ri5y4€v«v [* ^ loco m^'ri^. 

4. en AoAcire fin. [* ^ pro AaAeirou. 

8. init. a^eA^oi, wttrrei [* 4- Lect. 

9. TTotpcMciiaev AfipouxfjL et^ ** •yfji' [* "f- Lect. ** — niv 

12. xou dtatj afjLfjLO^ [* $ pro ataet. 

13. i^i'Te^, * xat [* — ic«i fteiadevTe^, 

1 6. init. i/i/i' ^e [* ^ pro I'l/w. 

17. init. adeA^o/, -ntcnei [* + Lect. 
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AD HEB. Cap. XI. XII. XIII. 
XI. 18. eKaJifidii, * Ev [* — -'Oti. 

23. mffrei MeavtrTi^ yevvtideti [* $ pro Mwrt^, 

24. init. ooeK^ot^ Trtorra Meovcrfiq fityaq [* + Lect. 

** $ pro Ma>(n;(. 

33. o/, a^eA^o/, dyioi -navrs^ ^ta [* + adeA^o<, riycoi 

TravT^j. Liect. 

34. frapefi$o\aq eKK\iyav aKKorptoiv [^ $ pro exA/i^av. 
XII. 1. init. a^eAcftot, Totyapovv [* 4- Lect. 

2. Geoi/ xeKWixev fin. [* j pro €xa0t(rev, 

3. v7ro/&w;/Lt£vijxoTa vTrep t<»v [* ^ pro vwo. 
,5. Yie *, /ui; [* — /Ltoi/. 

9. ^fiMv * et^ofuv [* — traTspaq. 

20. hiBoPoXifiticrfTfAt * fin. [* — i; ySoA<^ KaTaTo^evOtj- 

or eras, 

21. x«i, oin-ft)? (ffofiipop [* -f ?• 

24. pOtVTKTflOV KpeiTTOV "KfAhOVVTl [* ^ prO KptlTTOVa, • 

25. init. a^eKipoi^ PKBitsre [* + Lect. 
ewi * yij? [* — Ti;s. 

23. iroLpauTtiaafievoi j^otyjM*^ovTa, ?roAAa) [* — syllaba 
T/. Sed superscript. 
an ovpfAvov ccnocrTpt^ofjLSvoi [* j pro ovpavtov, 
28. ^io, aheA<l>oty fiaat\etoiv [* 4. Lect. 
i^ karpevofup evapeara)^ \^ S o pro ca, 
XIII. 5. etpnt^ev' * Mi; [* — Ov fxii at avcw, oi/5* 01/, sed in 
marg. eadem manus adscript. 
7. init. oL^eKpoiy fjLvtjfiov, &c, [* -f Lect. 
9. fin fr»pa(pepe(r0e' xaXov, [* # pro -nept^ep, &c. 
13. Tov ovi,h<rfiov avTOv [* ^ / pro ei. 

15. 0€ft), KOpTTOV [* TOI/TeCT/. 

17. init. ahe\(f>ot, treiOeade [* +• Lect. 

22. aheXiftoi, avey^ejOat rov [* i at pro e. 



190 APPENDIX (b.) 

AD HEB. Cap. XIIL 
XIII. 23. >S^ (eoF [*^pro/u^'<v. 

Sobscript. ioit. if '■pos [* + «• 
riK IroAeio^ ^ [* ^ c pro c. 



JACOBI. Cap. I. & II. 

Cap. I. I. Oeov vaTpoi kou [* -|- varpp^, 

6. fuj^ ctmarmif on Aq^rroi 6 yap [* f pro ^loucjEMf a- 

11. a»^ * e^eneo'e [* — otow. 

13. OTI V7CO ** G«oi/ [* ^ pro OHO. ** — rov. 

17. ovx eoTf irapoAAoTii [* ^ pro ey<. 

18. fiovk^u^ tuoinaev q^as [* ^ pro ontKvtiaev, 

22. /iq oxpoaroiy fiopov [ $ pro /uf /itfyor OKpoccTca. 

23. ov mMifng, ovros [* ^ i pro n. 

24. xareyoifiTB * **aMnw [* — yap. ** — €. 

II. 1. itumv TtK io^iK Tov &c. [* $ pro viflrriv tin/ Kvpiov 
rifiMV Iifcroi/ XptffTOu rtf^ ^o^. 

3. init. * CTTi^Ac^rffTe dc evi [* — xeti ** 4- ^. 
^powra rny Kaparpap^ effhrrm [* $ pro ea^ra rnv 

hofticpav. 
MM wrnire *• 2i; [* — oinr^. 
If xo^ov * eiri to [* — mU, ** ^ pro vtto. 

4. init. * 01/ [* — xoi. 

5. oxoi/o-are /tot/, o^A^i [* $ pro oicA^, /aoi/. 
KOfffiov *, irAoi/0'iov9 [* — TOtrroi/. 

6. jrTtt);^oV oi/;^/ oi [* ^ pro od;^. 

7. TO xAi/^ev e^'. [ $ pro eir/xAij^ey. 

10. vofuov irTitipaxret, itTOiorei [* ^ pro rtipritret, 

11. ciTTft)!'* Mrj (jxfpevfftjs, fi'Te xoi* Ov /jxuxevaet^ [* $ pro 

M>7 fAotxwffri^y sme xaf Mn <l>ov, &c. 



^ 
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JACOBI, Cap 11. III. IV. 

II. 13. eAeo$* ^ xaTai(0(i/;^aTaf €A$ov xptaew^. [* — xau 

** S pro sAeo;. 
14. foi ffxfi ; fjui [* ^ pro *x?y- 

16. e^ ^yuAii/* 'YTrayrre [* ^ pro t^/titti^. 

17. jJLtiexn ^f>y« [* ? pro epya exV- 

18. (TOW X^P'^ '''*''' fpy*>^v **, xayo) coi de/(a> [* ^ pro ex. 

** — <rov» *** ^ pro Jeifcw <roi. 
Tr/o-Tii/ * fin. [* — fiov, 

19. oTi * ei? Beo5 am [* $ pro Geo? */? ** — o. 

22. epyeav avrov ri [* 4- ^ [* "^ avrov, 

23. ETT^rret^tf-e * Afipaux/x [* — ie. 
xoi doi/Ao$ Geoi; [* $ pro <fft\oq. 

24. ^Mcre * •uro; fff epyeov [* — roivi/i'. ** f pro or/. 
26. coTiv, oi^ra» xai ^ Trtartq [ 4" ^» 

III. 2. avi;|9, di/t^ofiei'O? ;^aAii'ay«yi7tf'«i [* ^ pro 3i/v«to?. 

3. init. i$e, ra>v [* j pro thov. 

4. vwo ave/uLcov trxTifiptav [* $ pro axknpcjv ave/ia>v. 
€v$vvovToq PovKotro fin. [* ^ pro fiovJirirat. 

8. di/i'ocroc/ ^afioLffca av0pama>V [ $ pro oct'^|OW7ra>v d«- 

11. TO TTiKpov^ xai TO y\vxv ; [* $ pro to yAi/xi/, xa/ to 
TTtxpov ; 

14. /ii} *xai/;^afl'tfe x«i [* — xocTa. 

15. etrnv fi (roifna avTti [* $ pro ai/Ti} ^ troipta, 

17. ahaxpnoi * avtmoxpsToq [* — x«i. 

18. 3e * d<xaiO0ri/i/}}$ [* — • Tifs- 

IV. 1. xownofiev ^a^ou [* + '''<>^*''» 

2. 7roAe/bi€<Te, xom oi/x cj^eTe **, J/«. [* + xai. ** — ie. 
4. ©5 eav ** fiovKij^rj : [* ^ pro av, ** — owi^. 

6. dc dido)? X^/^''^ [ i P'O d(d»0'i. 
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JACOBI. CaD. IV- & V. 

7. iwt. uhTfu. i-xmmf^n [* + Led. 

8. ««i«,.i^«rE.«4i-C, [*<(piO« 



i x«<MK [* ^ pro 9 X«P« ^ 



10. 

12- wM tmiLm^ muLiwmi [* + 



fin. [*^pn> •( Mp»aq rw 



c 



14. cnrTB##t TB TiK cafMv [* ^ pro r* tuc 

czcffrm ^ i^Biiy^n^ [* Ir. 

lb. KmmS^mmi [*^pro5cA«n|. 
16. jBm^«0#c c« TKis [* ^ pio cr. 

V. S. K^N- ^ «n« [•+*—. 

9. ^TEMt^>T€, AX ^f i, ncr* gAA^J^MP [* $ pro aar oA- 



itatr, • KptTTK [* + •. 

10. Aji^3eTe, A xf^ t , ** T«i m jw « « < m w ^ [* $ pro tik 
cXdcA^nor ev Tp [^ -f" ^« 

1 1 . Tov^ tnrofieo^carra^, Tifr [* ^ pro vwofUHHrra^. 

OTI 'noAvewntKorfx^oq e^rtP [* ^ pro 'MoXu&irXay^Os 
16. e^o^ioAiyye^atfe ow oAAjyAoK [* + ow. 

rac a^iapTtaq v^amv km [* ^ pro ra 'mapaarrttfUKTa, 
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JACOBI, Cap. V. 
V. 19. ai€\^oi, fwu eap [* -{'/Ufv, 

Ad finem miDio adscriptum. TeAo$ rti^ l(KK<»fiov eirurToXm. 
Millii subscript, deest. 



I. PETRI. 

Cap. I. 3. iroku eXeo^ avrov [* $ pro ttoAi/ avTov eAeo$. 

^a>aay ^ta avaarafftta^ [* + «> sed lineola deletum. 
4. ev T0I5 ovpavotq [* + tois. 

eis t/Aas fin. [* i pro nF«5* 

6. cflTTi, \tmtj0evTa^ €v [* Recent, a delevit, et e su- 

perscript. 

7, TO ^Kt/jLov fifiMv [* ^ pro hiMfnop, scd oraissiim 

I subscript. 

KOI io^CW MOA TtfXtIP, tU [* $ prO KOU TtfJLJfJV Xttl ho^aV, 

11. init. <ffjoei/va)i/Teg «s [* -{• «$• 

12. a aviryytXii vw vfuv [* 5 pro « •'i/v ai'iryy^Aij «//a<k. 
16. dytot €crea0e,6Ti [* ^ pro y<v^^^£* 

18. tybUDi' irarpomapofj^oTov avoffrpo^riq* [* $ pro i//A<k>i' 

avoiarpo<j>rj^ TraTponapa^OTov, 
24. fl-a|t)5 * x^pTOs [* — CW5. 

3o$a ain-fis «5 [* ^ pro <Kv0pc&7rou, 
av$o% * A^cTreo'e* [* — avrov, 
II. 2. Aoyucov xoi adoAov [* + xa/. 

av^nSnTe eiq acarnptav fin. [* + ei$ fl-wTij/o/av. 

6. init. oioT< irepiexet jJ ypouftrj [* ^ pro ^lo xai. 

** ^ pro ev Tp ypwl>p, 

7. Ttitmvov&tv' wniaTovtri it [* ^ pro a7rei0ovat, 
ovTo^ tyevrfin €iq [* — v alterum. 

8* init. ocrot irpoffKOTTTOvort [* ^ pr() o/. 



o 
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I. PETRI, Cap. II. & III. 
II. 8. <i$ o ^y trapwMyao'oaf iavrov^ re^tPj kou erth^ffav, 

11. Trapnrt^tifiov^^ rov xocrfjuov tovtov aTtsyjurBou [^ + tov 

KWr/MV TOUTOV, 

12. init. irapaxaXw oi xat tovto rtjp ev rot^ t$v€ffiv 

vfiMV aviXffTpo<l>rjv e^siv xaKijv [* 4" "netpcucoiXtt 
)« xau TOVTO, ** ^ et ^ pro rqv avourTpo^ 
vjjLtitp ev TOtq eOve<nv e)(pvTeq xaXtji^, 
xaActfv vfio>y tpyoiv [* + vfjMv, 

18. vnoTouraofuvoi ijre ev [* + i;Tff. 

19. xaf><?» 7ra|9a r^ Ge^ ei d/a (rwetdf/ffty aya0nv vTroiffepet 

Ai/iras Ti$ 7rao^;^a)i/ [* $ et ^ pro xa/O'S* ei d<a 

20. xoi xoAo^cyLicyoi v-jrofuym ; aXV [* ^ pro xoti xoAa- 

<fft^ofjL€Pot vTtofuvsne ; 

24. fiMXomt * ta0nT€ [* — airroi/. 

25. enecrrpe^lfOTe [* $ loco e7rfOT|t>a^i|r«. 
III. 1. /Va * «i [* — xai. 

5. tKiti^ouffOi ei^. Tov [* ^ loco sirs, 

6. 0)$ Xapa vnexovare [* ^ pro Xappa vvfixowrt. 

7. tf'i/yxAij^i'o/LUM TToixiAf^ XoipiTOi [* + ?roix/Ai|$. 

8. evo^Aoy^yoiy ra-nea^poveq fin. [* j loco ^i- 

10. KM iifupaq i^mp aya&aiy [* ^ pro xoi idcii^ i^P^ 

X^^^ * Toi/ [* — avTOv. 

11. cxxAivaro) he airo [^ 4* ^^« 

12. OTi* o^OaT^fxot [*— o/. 

xflcxa. TOV e^6Ko$pev(rou avTovq ex ym fin. [* -f- tov 
&c. usque ad finem. 

13. ayaBov ^i;Aa»ra/ ytvii<r$e ; [* ^ pro fu/xtiTou, 
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I. PETRI, Cap. in. & IV. 
III. 14. Kcu 'natTj(€Ts ha [* $ pro Ttourxotn, 

ipofinfitiTCf Kou ov fiti TapaxdriT€ [* i xai ov fiti loco 

15. Tov 'X^iffTov dytaffare [* ^ loco Qeov. 
'Etoi^i * aU [* — de. 

c^7ri^, «AAa fiera Trpt^ortrroq xat [* -f- aWa, 
** # loco wpai/TijTO^. 

16, ^ KaTaXa?i€ff0e ** xaroe<O';^i/y^A»0'iy [* ^ pro xara- 

Ttiv ev ILpiarof ayadriv avacxfto^riv, [* $ pro r>7v 

ayoBfiv tv Xptarc^ apotrrpo^p, 

18. dfidnpTttiv vnep vfJMv amefiavt^ hutatog [* -{~ i^^|C 

vjjLMv, ** ^ pro e-rrojde. 

iVa v/u«S Ttpoffatyayri [* ^ pro ^na^^ 

ie * "TtvivjjLaTi* [* — tij), 
# «^ 

20. wore, on aw' i^wx^o ^ [* i pro ore. ** S pro 

IV. 1 . init. ayamrrot Xptorov [* 4- Lect. 

2. ^fAiyAari tow Geoi/, [* + tov. 

3. yap vfuv 6 [* ^ loco fifuv. 

TO fiovXrifia twv [* f loco 5cAiyAa. 

eOywv KaTetpy(Mr0ai, itsitoptv^vovg, [* ^ loco xar- 

ipfy(Majir$au 
aJStfUTOt^ €ih»\o\aTpiatg' fin. [* ^ pro it^tohoKa- 

Tp9iaig. 

4. vyiutfy avroiq etg [* -{- «i/rois. 

5. eTO//iia>$ KptvovTt ^davrag [* ^ pro ep^oi'Ti xptvat, 

7. «i$ * irpocrevxo^S* [* — ra?. 

8. ocyoeTni xaKvTrret trXiiBog [* ^ loco xaXv^tu 

9. ovei/ yoyyucr^u fin. [* ^ pro yoyyvcr/jMv, 

11, MT^MK * xopiryiai/ *** /Va [* — ^?. ** ^ pro 

Xopnyfi* *** — o Oeo^. 

o2 
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I. PETRI, Cap. IV. & V. 

IV. II. ev Tcacri o Qeoq ^o^a^i7ra/ ha [* ? pro ev Ttoffi 

atwvaq * • fxfiijv [* — reav aicaveov, 

14. init. aAA' et kou ovet^t^ea^e [* + «\A'. ** -f- xat- 
Koa ^vvafitaiq ** toi; [* + ^vvcufued^* ** — to. 
Qeov ovofia xai TivsvfAa [* + ovofia. xai. 

etpi* vfJM^ eitavairavers ** fin. [* $ pro avaitouueri* 
^* -^- Kara fuv avrovq j3KiMr<l>tj/JLenai, xara is 
vfia^ ^o^a^tTOi fin. 

1 5. iiiitl /ii} Tis yap v/jmv [* $ pro /ui} y^ ''''^ vfuop, 
17 xaxovpyo^t n \^ $ loco xaxoiroioq. 

18. o 09Lioe|0T«k>Ao$ xai offtfitig irov, [* $ pro o aaepn^ xat 

dfiapTcaXo^ rrov, 

19. ^i/;^«? avTewy cv [* ^ pro iairra)f. 

V. 1. init. irpecrfivTepovi ow 7rapaxa\ai ev v/jliv a>q av^irpeff- 
fiurepo^ [* ? et ^ pro Trpsafivrepovq rovq ev vfuv 
TTupaxaKa 6 vvfiirpeafivrepoq. 
2. Geoi/, enicrxoTrevovreq ^ri [* I loco cir/ffjeoTroc/vre^. 
ixovffto)^' xara Osov /jofie [* + xara Qeov* 

5. o/io<a)$ he xat ot veeorepoi [* + ^ xoi ^i. 
o Ki/|9io$ vTteptj^avoi^ [* ^ loco G«o$. 

6. iVa tfyj^anrtj v/juxq ev [* $ pro iVa t/yu^^ wl/«afftj ev. 

7. eirippi^avre^ et<; avTov, [* ^ loco.eTri. 
/AeAci V7re|[) i^yiuuv. [* ^ pro wfipi. 

8. apvofxevo^y irspiepxeraiy ^riTtov [* ^ loco irepmaTet, 

9. f /^Tf 5 oTi ra [* + OT/. 

xofffJLta ahe\<porriTt v/uuov entTeXetffOai fin. [* $ pro 
xofffjLdj^ vfiQiv ade\if}OTriTt eTrtreXetadai fin. 
10. xaAe(ro($ vfiaq $tq [^ ^ pro ^fiaq. 

XjOKTT^ *, ohtya 7ra$ovTa^f [* — Jtjffov, ** ^ pro 
oA/yoF. 

xarapTiaai *, errrjoi^ai [* 4" v/ua^.. 
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I. PETRI, Cap. V. 

V. II, avTe^ TO KpaTO^ Kat tj lio^/x et^ [* J pro avre^ h ^o^ol 
xai TO Kparos etg, 
12. vfjuv ocdeA^oi/ tow ttuttov, cw? [* ? pro v/uv rov 

•niarrov adcA^oi/^ ci>(. 
Subscript deest. 



II. PETRI, Cap. I. 

Cap. I. 1. init Hi/icut/ UcTpo^y [* ^loco ^ifjLea>v, 

2. init. eJ^€h<ffoi, xapt^ [* -4* Lect. 

€7rryva>arei * tow &i/|D/ow^ ^/ia)v Iqcroi/ X/Di<rTOi/* fin. 
[* — Toi/ Geoi/^ xoi. ** ? pro Iij^roi/ tow Kvptov 
rifAOiv, *** -4- "X^icrrou, 

3. 5eia$ ai/row di/i/ayLi£»$ Toe [* $ pro .^e<af hwofxeeo^ 

avTov ra, 
^uaj i6ta io^ii xai apeTtj* fin. [* $ pro Jia So^W ««« 
a/t>£Ti}s* fin. 

4. ra rifjua xmt fuyurra fifuv enayysTifiara [* ? pro ra 

fieytara rifuv xai rtfiia e-nay^ehfiara. 

IJL AAA 

ei' T<» KoarjjLca ** eirtOvfua^ xai tpdopaq fin. [* + t<j). 
** — ev, *** ^ pro e7ri0vjjLta, **** -f- x«i. 

5. ai/TO 06 TovTo crirov^tiv ** trapttaevey^avTe^^ [* ? pro 

ai/TO TOVTO ^e tnrov^tiv, ** — ttoucfav, 
9. 7ro(Aa< * dfAaprtcav [* — olvtov* 

10. ariroviacraTe Iva hia Ttav xoihxav epyav fiefiouav 

[ + iVa 5/a T6)v xaTioav epyav, 

exAoyijv TtoititrBs' TavTa [* ^ pro froietaOat. 

1 1 . ^Luuv * Iij<rou [ * — luxi aei>Tvpo^. 

12. o^Ai}(r<k> vTrofUfjLvijfrxetp vfiai au nepi [* ? pro 
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II. PETRI, Cap. I. &II. 

I. 15. vfio/^ ravra kou fiera [* -}" Toura xat, 

17. TTfxpa rov Oeou [* + rov, 

ayaTTfiTO^, tv ^ ** €vho»ai(ra. [* i loco ci? 6v. 

4k4k 

19. xat (ffopoq itoq avaretKri . [* i pro ^omt^^kk* 

20. init. aya-ntfToi rotno [* -}" Lcct. 

TTA^-a ypa<^ti Trpo^retag iha^ [* S pro 'rroffa ttfto* 

21. rjvex'^iJ Trpotptrreta wore, aXX' [* ? pro tivex'^ "ton 

e\ix\tj Tav airo ** Gfioo [* + ** — ^* aytoi. 

II. 1. eirayovTeg avTot^ raj^ivtiv [* i pro iavroi^, 

2. ra/s a0rcAyeia<^, d/ [* ^ loco aTrwAfioi^. 

3. irhonTTOii ifftatq Xcyotq efjLiropeverovTCU* [* $ pro 

7rAa0rro<s Aoyof; vfia^ efiTtoptvcroirrou* 

4. xpurtv rtipovfievov^' fin. [* ^ pro Tertifnf^uvovS' 

5. xaraxAi/0)uoi^ kootjjlov Kara ourePap [* ^ pro Kocrfuf, 

6. /LieAAovT<k>v ourefi€€rt Te$€txtt>q' [* ^ pro offefietP. 

9. init. ayaTnjTOi o<Sc [* + L^'Ct. 

# 
£x itttfuMFfitiv pve<r0at [* i pro irupoLtrfiov, 

1 2. ^<k)a yeyet'i'fj/Aei/a ij>v(riHa, ei^ [* $ pro ^amc ^v<nxa^ 
yeyevvrifuva e/^. 

13. €VTpV^VT€^ * TOM? [* — fV. 

(rvvevca-^ovfuvot ev uyu/v, [* + *•'• 

15. xaTaJitTTovreq * ev0etav [*— ti;i'. 

16. if>6ey^«fi€vov, eKeaKverere rtiv [* ^ pro exa>At/0'e. 

18. arocpKoq, atreXyeta^^ rovq o\tyov aitpo^vy, &c. [* ^ pro 

acreKyetaiq, ** ^ pro oi/r<k>$. 
20. Kvptov ryjMv xat [* -f ^AMtfi'* 
Toi/TOi? * TraXiv [* — J«. 
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II. PETRI, Cap. II. & III. 

II. 21. eire/vovfftv esq ra oiturc^ tnterrpe^ou ano ti;? [* + «'5 

TOL omtirn, ** $ loco m% 

, 22. owTOi^ ra n;? [* $ loco to. 

# 
ihov ifjofTOV* xou [* ^ loco i^epafia, 

f<$ Kv\t€rfjLov fiopfiopov [* j pro KVhiVfia, 

III. 3. fir' tffX'^Tcw roiv [* ^ pro e«';^aToi/, 

7. yi| T<j> ain'iy Aoy^ [* ^ t<j> aia'<)» pro avTov. 

8. 4^|E>a * Ki/jt)«5» [* — yrapa, 

9. fioMpoBvfut h iifjM^ [* ^ loco e<$. 

10. ij * oi/pavoi [* — oU 

avTfi * KaTaKaii(rerai. [* — epya alius superscript. 

11. Tot/mv ovreas ** Avcyievwv [* ^ pro oi/v. ** — wav- 

12. Av^^'OKTOi ; * fin. [*'—Kai trrotytta xav<rovfjL$va 

rtixtrat ; fin. 

13. hxcuoffwii tvotxtt, fin. [* ^ pro xaroixec. 

# 

14. xau otfAMfiM aurt^ [* ^ pro oLftMfinrou 

15. aycxTrqrof oitk^oq rifjLOiv Havho^ [* $ pro ayomtjro^ 
ri;>' ho0€terav avr^ ao^tav [* f pro ri^vain-c^ ^o$etffav 

16. ei/ «/5 ««'Ti [* ^pro oi's. 

17. ow, * TtpoytvoiffxoyTe^f ' [* — ayoTn^roc. 

18. av^avtjTt * tv [* — Je. 

XptffTOV KOi Osov Harpo^ ^ i; [* ^ xoi 0«ow 

Ilarjoos. ** ^ pro avre^. 
f 1$ ^/ic/>a$ ai«vo$ [* ^ pro fifupav. 
Subscript, deest. 
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I. EPIST. JOANN. Cap. I. & II. 

Cap. I. 3. xoiM0wa * ^ [* — ^. 

4. X**{>a vftMV p [* ^ pro iifuav. 

5. xat earriv aurti ^ [* $ pro xoi aOrif tffnv i. 
xai aTroyy^AAcyLtev vfuv, [* # pro avoyyeAAo/Afv. 

7. Ii7<roi/ * Toi/ ' [* — XptffTov^ quod alius in marg. 

adject. v4 

8. init. odcAi^/, eai/ [* + Lect. 

oAij^eia Tov Oeov ev rifjuv ouk t<mv fin. [* + '''<'*' 
Q$ov, ** $ pro oc/x ttrriv tv fguv fin. 

10. avTov ev fifiiv ovk eerri fin. [* ? pro avroi/ ot/x etrrt 
ev fifity fin. 
II. 1. fufi ufiaprai^nrt' xat [* i pro ofuxprrirt, 
4. Aey«i/, ore eyFcuxa [* + ^^*- 
13. voptjpov^ Ey^a^a t/A<i/ [* ^ loco Tpa^. 
16. 61/ * KOfffiof^ [* — ri)», quod alius superscript. 

18. irouha, a^eAipot, ecx^o^ffJ [* + Lect. 

19. yap e( ^uq»i/, 170'av /jLtfUvnKBtvav [* $ pro yof) n^'av 

iVa tpav€p<u0rj on [* ^ pro tpaptpwdtitcriv* 
OVK etert tf [* — Travres. 

22. T<5 ecTTi *^£i/<rTij5, [** — o quod alius superscript. 
apvovfuvos * TOV [* — TOV 7raT<j9a x«i. 

23. * o apvovfk€vo^' [* — 7ra$ heec omissa alius in 

marg. adscript. 
e;|^£<* 6 o/jMhoytav tov viov xat tov itaTtpa e\ti fin. 
[* + ^ ofioKoytiav tov viov xai tov itaTspa €;^£i. 

24. vfuiq * o [* — ow, 

27. vfuv /Li£i/eT<k>, x«i [* ^ pro fievet. 
TO avTov ;^*(r/A« [* ^ pro airro. 
27, 28. v/jM^,* fjLsviTe [* — /it«i/«iT« sv avTtf, Kat vvv, 
T€Kvia» Haec omissa alius in marg. adjecit. 
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I. EPIST. JOANN. Cap. II. III. IV. 
II. 28. eucxw^wfiev 7tap*avT0v [* ^pro aw'. 

29. irotav * h/Kaiao'wtiVf [* — rtjv^ quod alius su- 
perscript. 

avTov yey€P*tiTai fin. [* — v, hanc. lit. alius 
superscript. 

III. 1. xAn^oyucv. X0U ecfuv ha [* -f" 't^' ecfiev, 

oi/x eyva>i/ ai/rov [* S pro £yva». 

5. iJ/Muv ^jOff* '(^''^ [* i loco flCjOfr. 

6. ovis eyva> avrov» [* ^ pro tyvtiKtv. 
9. init. ctieKpoi, ira^ [* -f Lect. 

11. 17 STtay^tha ijv [* ^loco oyyeAia. 

1 4. oi^eK^oy avTov, /upet [* + avrov. 

15. ev iavry fuvovvav [* i pro ai/r()». 

18. retivim, *, fjoi [* ^^fAOv, alius superscript. 

aXV «y C|^<f [* + cv. 

19. xai €x TovTOv yvQ><rofjLe0a on [* ^ pro xat ev TOvT<f> 

yivoxTKOfUv on. 
ctvTOv Tt€i(r<ufuv To^ ' [* $ pro irttvofuv, 

22. hofjifiavofJLev air avrov, on [* ^ loco irap' avrov. 

23. iVa 7r/0Tet/a»/Aev r^ [* S pi'O Trterrev'ffcop^v, 

24. ov edctfxev 4/iiii/ fin. [* $ pro ov ijf/ii/v ehoxev fin. 

IV. 2. rovr^ ytvwTKOfuv ro [* ^ pro yivtitrKsre. 
3. Itjffovy * €y [* — "Xptoroy, 

5. e/fl-i* xoci Ji« [* + Kot, 

11. ei o G€05 ovreaq Tjyatnja'ev [* J pro ei ovreag 6 Qeoq 

ityawnaev, 

12. avrov ev ti/jnv rer€^£ictifuvij €<mv fin. [^ $ pro avrov 

rereKetcofUPri sirriv €v fffiiv fin. 
15. o^ £ai/ oyuoAoyiTO-i; [* $ pro oei/. 

avro^ «i/ ai/r<^ fin. [* ^ loco r<a 0«^ fin. 



202 APPENDIX (b.) 

I. EPIST. JOANN. Cap. IV. &. V. 
IV. 16. fuvu * fin. [* — MOio OiOi vf atn^ Alius haec in 
marg. adjecit. 
17. €P rovr^ rt^ K09fi^ fio. [* ? pro fr rif xo^ftM 
rovT^ fin. 

19. ayccnttfUk rov Qtw, on [* i top 9e«r, pro atrror. 
01^-0$ 9r^M»roi/ f|ya?n|«'ei' [* ^ pro irpA»ro(. 

20. init. aycanrrot taar [* -|- Led. 

01/% kmpoKtv ov ^waroi [* ^ pro ovx i^^paxe ft»q 
^warou* 
V. 1. yevptiirnarra oanotf, ayamn [* -|- ovror, 
2. cwTOv iroitafup fin. [* ^ loco Tif/Myor. 
5. Ti? be effTty [* 4- Je. 

7. Deest nempe or/ rj^<$ €ifftr oi fifxfnvpovyre^ tv t« 

ovpavat, 6 Jlariip 6 Aoyoq m€U to aytov Ui^etfia, 
KOi ovToi oi rpei^ iv turi. Alius bsec in marg. 
adscripsit. 

8. on 01 rpctq et<nv oi /iaprvpovyre^ ***, to [* 6u 

loco MOi, ** -I- oi. *♦* — cy ri| yif . 
irvtufia^ * TO [* — xoi. 

11. atmviov itoiiK€v rifitv [* ^ pro e&kixcy. 

1 2. wW TOW Bfoi/, e^ei [* -4- tow Geoc/. 

xm. 

15. o tav atT€OfAe$a [* ^ loco av. 

1 6. ^o*;! * ^eniy^ t<^ afUMprrawovTi /iai| [* — owTijp recent. 

hoc in marg. adscript. ** $ pro to/j ofAo^a- 
vovcrt. 
20. init. Kou oihofuv ** ori [* -|- xoi. ** — ^e. 

xa/ edci>xei/ ^/u<i/ [* $ pro dfda)xei^ alius hoc super- 
script. 
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I. EPIST. JO ANN. Cap. V. 
V. 20. oLKii$wov Qcov KM [* + Qtov. 
f «ij II ouedpio^ [* + ^. 
Subscript, deest. 



II. EPIST. JOANN. 

4. ffov irepfnaTOwra €P [* i pro irtpmaTovvTa^. 

5. epTohiiP ypoujxktv vol [* $ pro ypa^, 

7. erapxt' ti ri^ oir^ 6/AO\oyu Jiierow €p\ofuvov tv oapKt' 

ovToq [* -f ei Tis &c. usque ad aCro^. 
12. fJLeKapoq* a\\* €\m^» [* $ pro oAAa. 



%apa u/Mtfi/ i; [* ^ loco 4u€k>y. 



vfAMV ri i^ 
13. exAexTfis jj xofOis fLsra aov ofitiv [* + 9 X^^ ^ra 

erov. 
Subscript, deest. 

III. EPIST. JOANN. 

4. fufyrefKKv TovTiiq ovK [* ^ pro rourtiiv. 

7. ovoftaro^ ojurov ifyihBov [* + avTOv, 

8. frvvepyot ytvofitda Tp [* S loco ^ivayuc^. 
11. o ^ KOKOTTOieav [* de. 

Subscript. cwitfroAii * Tf>#n; [* — KOi0e^\txtj, 



EPIST. JUD^. 

3. jrapaxaXtiiv ^Tayei>vt^€(r0ai rri [* i pro C7raya)w> 

5. ex Tiy? Aiyinrroi/ [* f pro £x yij?. 

6. otpxnv^ oMC aTtoXiirovra^ [* ^ pro aA^a. 
^o^i/ TtTfiptMv fin. [* # pro rtrtifiiixev fin. 
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EPIST. JUDiE. 

p 
9. rov Mmvaeet^ trw/sMToq [* i pro Mam^cv^. 

11. Tov BoAtf^A /otf^ov [* ^ pro BaAgayc. 

12. OFvJpo/y vir* oaftfiM¥ vapa^epo/jM^eu' [* ^ pro viro. 

** i pro iftpi^€pofuvai. 

13. ^aXourtrn^f fUTo/^pt^ovTa roi [* ^ pro twauf^pt^oirra. 

€tq * OCM»ya [* — • TO!', 

14. ev ayteuq /wpsourtp avrou [* $ pro ev §ufpuurtv ayuaq 

CUfTOV. 

# 

15. xtfi iKty^oi voyro^ [* ^ pro e^eAey^oi. 

16. yoyyi/tfTOi, fiefA^ifwpos^ xara [* ^ pro fu^y^tfioipot, 

eiti$vfuoui iavTtMf iroptvofuyot [* ^ pro oto'Ctfy. 

# 
24. (ffvKa^ai vfJUM^ oarrauarov^ [* ^ pro ovroi/s. 

Subscript. loi/da xoAiAixiis CTnoroXif^ [* ^ eiritfroAi; 

lovha xa0o\nai. 



Here follows the Apocalypse of St. John. I have 
published its Various Readings, in my Beytragen zur 
Kritik iiber Johannes Offenbarung, 



I have still a few observations to annex. 

1st This Codex, Guelpherhytanus C, has many Read- 
ings peculiar to itself; and some of them are important. 

2dly. It has also Readings which have hitherto been 
found in only one Codex besides ; e.g. Rom. xii. 30. 

fftopevffri^, 1 Pet. i. 4. T0I5 : ii. 8, ei5 riv jrapeffxevaffav lauTOv^ 
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TO^iv : ver. 1 1 • rov xoofiov rovrou : iii. 7. 7ro<xiAi}$ : iv. 4. ai/- 

rots : y. 9. oTi. These Readings are found only in the 
Codex Havniensis^^y which was written in the 13th cen- 
tury. 

3dly. It also has Readings which have hitherto ap- 
peared only in Translations, Editions, and Works of 
the Fathers. 



(109) Hentler^ " Specimen Cod. N. T. Gnecorum, qui Havniie in 
3ibliotheca Regia adserrantur. Specimen I.*' Havnia, 1784. 



\ 
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(See p. 87.) 



Professor Matth^i of Moscow, in the Prefisu^e to 
bis Edition of the Seven CathoUc Epistles "^ has in- 
serted a ** Fragmentum EpUtoUe Evffemi, Chersonis et 
SUdnnii ArchiepiscapiJ* In that Letter, the Archbishop 
makes the following very interesting remarks on 1 John 
V.7. 

*' Hoc ego tantummodo in prss^nti addere possem, quod 
a nemine (quod sciam) hactenus observatum. Tanium sou 
licet abesse^ per interpolationem locum iUum mrrepsisse^ ut ne 
quidem verms octavus^ qui sequitur^ Uaret^ nin vermis Septi- 
mus prtecederety de quo agitur. Quod enim in versione La- 
tina recte exprimitur masculine sermonis genera, id in ipso 
textu Grsco originali, non praesupposito superiore versiculo, 
baud plan^ consisteret, nisi cum violeiitia quadam dictionis, 
ac per soloecismum patentissimum. Cum etenim ro itvsv/ut 
KM TO vha>p Kou ro oifia nomina neutrius generis sint, qua ra- 
tione concordabit cum iis, quod immediate praecedit : Tp^iq 
€tfftv oi ftaptvpotfvreq \ et quod illico sequitur: Keu ovrot oi 
rpuq X. r. A. Masculina equidem nomina, et foeminina, no- 
minibus adjectiyis, pronominibusque in neutro genere ex- 
pressis construi, respectu habito ad ra TtpayfAara, id sane 

(110) The Title of this Work is, " SS. Apostolorum Septem Epi- 
stoke Catholicse ad Codd. MSS. Mosqq. primilm a se examinatos re- 
censuit, varias lectiones, animadversiones criticas, et inedita Scholia 
Grseca adjecit, Yersionem Latinam Yulgatam Codici diligentissimd 
scripto conformavit et edidit Christiakus Fbidericcs Matthjet, 
Litterarum Humaniorum in Universitate Csesarei Mosquensi Pro* 
fessor P. O. Rigae, sumptibus J. S. Hortknockii, 1782." 



APPENDIX (c.) 207 

linguffi nostrs peculiare genium esse, omnibus earn callen- 
tibus notissimum est; sed quod etiam reciproc^ neutra no- 
mina substantiva adjectivis vel pronominibus masculinis aut 
foemininis indicentur, nemo dixerit. Porro hie versu octavo 
sic legimus : Tjoei^ ettrtv oi fiaprvpovvre^ ev rp yri, to m/evjjia xou 
TO v^p Hou TO ou'fia' teat oi Tjoef^ etq to ev etcri, Sed nonne quseso 
dictio naturalis hie et propria potius esset : Tpta tun ra fWLp- 
TvpowTa ev tij yij, to trvevfia xat to Citop xat to cufWL* xou Ta Tpta 
ttq TO ev eteriv ? At illud tamen est scriptum non hoc. Quse 
igitur alia ratio occurrentis istius oxaroAAnXcas afierri potest, 
nisi sola prsecedentis versus septimi expressio, que per hunc 
immediate sequentem versum octavum, symbolice explicatur 
et pligd^ replicatur, allusione facta ad id, quod praecesserat ? 
Tres, igitur, qui in coelo testimonium perhibent, primo positi 
sunt versu septimo : Tpeiq etcrtv oi juuxpTvpowTe^ ev r^ ovpavc^, 6 
VLarnp^ 6 Aoyoq, xou to dytov IlvevfJM* kou ovtoi oi Tpets ev etat. 
Deinceps vero immediate adducti, iidem ipH testes, quatenus 
in terra etiam testimonium idem confirment, per tria hsec 
symbola versu octavo: Kat Tpetq eartv oi /jLopTvpovvTeq sv Tp yiy, 
TO TivevfJM KOU TO vZtop KM TO oufJM' Kat oi Tpet^ e/s TO ev eartv. 
Ac si diceret Evangelista noster : 0/ avrot exetvot oi ev r^ ov- 
pav» fjMpTvpowTe^ (quod satis indicatur per particulam xo/, 
cujus vis in prssenti non simpliciter copidativa est, sed plane 
identifict) itept &vtv rip avtoTep^ ehou^ap eiprrrou' ^Aoedi} o IlaTtjp 
6 Aoyo^ KOU TO Tlvevfia' oi avTOt fiapTvpovvTes eiot kou tv rt; yrif 
ii a>v rifJdv avjafioKoav oateKaKv<f>$i]aav' TauTa he Ta vvfifioXa ecrrt 
TO mfevfAaj hi ov h^XovTat 6 HaTtjp' to oufia, di* ov 6 Yioq' to vhcap^ 
)<* ov TO Uveufia to dytov, Kat oi Tpetf ovTOt, otTiveq avtoTep^ fuv 
oufOLKeKothufifUva^ ii* avTe^v ra>v 5eap;^<xa>v ovofJUXTcav^ ev rep ovpave^ 
/iopTVpowTeq TTOtptiTTavTou oi avToi ev tij yij hta Tfjs ev T17 otKOvofua. 
fivn^eta^^ ffVfAfioTiiKeaq eiravoKofxPavofuvot* oi Tpeis ovTOt et^ to ev 
etfft, Sed ohe ! nrceum institui, non amphoram I " 

Poltaviae, ad d. 10 Decemb. 1780 

Therefore, the Reading in our Codex Guelpherbytanus C. 

OTt 01 Tpeis etcrtv oi fiotprvpovvTeq &C. &C. confirms the 

Archbishop's opinion : and it is, at least in my judg- 
ment, exceedingly remarkable^ that Gregory Nazianzen quotes 
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an ob^ectitm of his opponents offoinsi ike 8ih verse^ drawn from 
this identical solecism. 

And what says the venerable Greek Bishop in reply? 
He says, ^' It is indifferent to me whether we say rpu^ 
or TfMOy in speaking of things of the neuter gender"."^ 
Yety surely^ the Linguists of his day would scarcely 
have conceded that point to him. Neither Ghregory, 
nor any other Greek, as fiur as I know, confirms this 
mle by their style of writing. Neither can we attempt 
to call the rpu% fiaprvpavyreq, a Hellenism: at least, St John 
has distinctly shewn, that he cannot be liable to such 
an imputation in the present instance; nor,' indeed, 
throughout his first Epistle "\ 

(111) See Note 55. 

(113) For infltanoe, in verse 6, John says, ro Upw/m coti paprvpoar^ 
not ftapTvptty. Bionysiiu Alexandriniu (in Euaebiiu) certifies that the 
First Epistle of John is fiiee firom solecisms. I do not rememhnr 
having fimnd such a construction in the Alexandrine 
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{See pp. 35, 36.) 



In speaking of Cyprian, I stated that Tertullian 
understood Greek, and regarded the original Greek 
Text of the New Testament as the arbitrator, or 
umpire, between the Latin and all other Versions "^ : 
therefore, that he did not blindly follow the African 
Version, but compared it with the Original Text. I 
shall now adduce a striking instance to that effect. 

In his Treatise " De Monogamia^' cap. xii., in ex- 
plaining 1 Cor. vii. 39., he says — 

'* Sic ergo in eodem ipso capitulo, quo defiuit .unum- 
quemque, in qua vocatione vocabitur, in ea permanere de- 
here, adjiciens : Mulier vincta est, quamdiu vivit vir ejus ; si 
autem donnierit, libera est. Cui volet nubat, tantum in 
Domino. Hanc quoque earn demonstrat intelligendam, quae 
et ipsa sic fuerit inventa, soluta a viro, quomodo et vir solu- 
tus ab uxore, per mortem utique non per repudium facta 
solutione. Quia repudiatis non permitteret nubere adversus 
pristinum praeceptum. Itaque mulier, si nupserit, non de- 
]inquet, quia nee hie secundus maritus deputabitur, qui est a 
fide primus. Et adeo sic est, ut propterea adjecerit tantum 
in Domino, quia de ea agebatur, quae ethnicum habuerat, et 

(118) Tertullian. adv. Marc lib. iv. De Pr8escription.adv. Haeret. — 
That Tertullian understood Greek, no one can possibly doubt. Nay, 
he actually wrote Works in that language. In his De Corond MiliHs^ 
he says, ^' Sed et huic materise propter suavlludios nostros Grsecos, 
Graeco quoque stilo satisfecimus." And in his De BapHsmo : " Sed 
de isto plenius jam nobis in Grteco digestum est." 

P 
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amisso eo crediderat, ne scilicet etiam post fidem ethnico se 
nubere posse praBSumeret, licet nee hoc Physici curent. 
SciamuM plane non tic esse in Gntoo auihenticOy qwomodo in 
usum exiii per duarutn syllabarutn aut caUidam out nmpli- 
cetn evenionem, n autem dormierii vir efut, quati de futuro 
sonet, ac per hoc videatur ad earn pertinere, quae jam in fide 
Tihim amiserit." 

This passage deserves attention^ in many respects. — 
I subjoin another example of the same kind. Tertul- 
Uan^ lib. it. advers. Bfarcionem, cap. xyui. says, ^ Beati 
mendicii sic enim exigit tnterpreiaiio voeobuUy quod m 
GrcBco e$i, quoniam illorum est regnnm DeL" Who 
now will venture to assert, that Tertullian blindly £dI« 
lowed an African Version, and never troubled himself 
with the Original Text "* ? 

Cyprian^ a most obsequious disciple of Tiertullian, 
does the very same thing. If we compare the several 
passages which he cites in his Works, we shall find that 
b^ frequently quotes a different Latin Version of the 
same passage. Consequently, he did not slavishly fetter 
himself to an African Version, but consulted the Ori- 
ginal Text, (for he understood it,) according to what- 
ever Greek Manuscript he happened to have. 

This, indeed, was already noticed by R. Simon. In 
his Hiif. Critique des Comment du Nouveau Thsiament 
chap. I. he says — 

" II (namely, the Bishop of Oxford) n'a pris g^rde, que 
ceite ancienne traduction, (namely, the Latin Vulgate in 
Africa,) qui etoit entre les mains du peuple, et qu'on lisoit 
dans les ^glises, n' empechoit point ceuxy qui savoient la langue 



(114) See Note 116, below. 
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Cfrecque, dp traduire le Grecque des septanle et celuy du Non- 
veau Testament, a leur manier^ quand iU le jugeoknt a 
propos. C'est priiicipalement a cela, qu'on doit attriLuer 
cette diversite de version des memos passages ; qui est dans 
les difierens livres de ce savant ^veque (namely, Cyprian)." 

That Cyprian, wherever he quoted passages of the 
New Testament in Latin, had the Original Text be- 
fore him, is proved by a passage in his works, which, 
to my judgment, seems very striking. The context is 
to this effect ; viz. 

In 1 Tim.ii. 9, 10. the Apostle regulates (so to speak) 
the dress and ornaments of Christian females by the 
standard of fashion which prevailed, in his days, among 
the Greeks; and avails himself of terms then in use ^^\ 
The African female attire (as appears from Tertullian 
and Cyprian) differed in very many points from that 
described by St. Paul : but the Apostle's main object 
in this passage was, to recommend modesty, and pro- 
priety of dress, to Christian females. Cyprian there- 
fore says, '^ Paul enjoins the opulent Christian ladies, 
in his own language^ (that is, the Greek,) to be moderate 
in their attire." The passage in Cyprian, lib. it. De ha" 
bitu virginum, runs thus : 

** Locupletem te dicis et divitem : sed divitiis tuis Paulus 
occurrit, et ad cultum atque ornatum tuum justo fine mode- 
rand um sud voce praescribit. Sint, inquit, mulieres vere- 
cundii et pudicitii componentes se, non intortis crinibus, 
neqiie auro, neque margaritis, aut preciosi veste, sed, ut decet 
mulieres, promittentes castitatem, per bonam conversationem. 

It appears, therefore, from this passage, that Cyprian 

(115) e.g. KotrcuTToXrii €V wKryficurt* 

t2 



>> 
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had the original Ghreek Text before hun when he quoted 
this extract from St Paul. Moreover, in quoting Hi- 
storical parts of the New Testament, he alludes to ex- 
pressions which were in the original Greek Text. For 
instance ; in lib. it. Bpistolantm^ epist vii., beginning 
with " Quacsisti etiam Prater,** he says, " Porro autem 
quod quidam non Christianos sed Clinicos vocent, 
non invenio unde hoc nomen assumani, nisi forte qui plura 
et secretiora legerunt apud Hippocraiemf vel Seramum^ 
Clinicos istos deprehenderunt. Ego enim, qui Cli- 
KicuH de EvangeUo novi, sdo, paralytico illi et debili, 
per longa setatis curricula in Uao jacenti, nihil infirmi- 
tatem suam obfuisse,** &c. This extract shews that 
Cyprian referred to the word RAINH, which occurs in 
Matt. ix. 2. and Luke Y. 18."* I have already proved, 
in p. 35, that he understood Greek. 

Therefore, it is unfair to class oil the Latin Fathers 
indiscriminately in one list, and deprive them of all 
voice whatever in controversies respecting the Original 
Text. Such of them as understood Greek, rank on a 
level with the Fathers of the Greek Church, as regards 
the Original Text of the New-Testament Translation, 
from which they quote "^ 



(116) I wonder, therefore, how a Doctor, in other respects so 
learned, could have dogmatically published to the world, that, '' with 
regard to Tertullian and Cyprian, it is undeniable that they merely 
used the Latin Version, and never collate<! the Greek Text'* 

(117) I cannot see why Jerome should be the only one to whom 
this justice is rendered : and yet, not even to him throughout; for it 
is denied him, when he writes as a Polemic or an Ascetic. Strange 
suspicion ! Was, then, the Latin Version any way more serviceable 
for these purposes ? 
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Eminently certain we are, that these — what shall I call 
themf — Latin'GreekSf when proving any articles of Faith, 
ioovM never have quoted passages which were wanting in all 
the Greek Manuscripts then in their possession. 

I am well aware, that many of our modern Critics 
maintain the 'contrary. Michaelis, in his Introduction 
to the New Testament, has stated the grounds of their 
suspicion, in the clearest and most specious manner. 
Let the Reader decide between them and me. 

But to give this decision a proper bias, I must add a 
few words on the Latin Version of the New Testament 
current in Africa during the first four centuries, and 
the uses to which it was applied. 

When it is desired to prove that the passages quoted 
by the Ancient Teachers of the African Church (even 
allowing that they understood Greek) are still useless 
to the criticizing of the Original Text, it is asserted, 
that the African Version is a parallel to the Vulgate of 
the Lutheran Church — (excuse me for thus designating 
Dr. Luther's German Translation of the Bible) ; and, 
therefore, that the old Ecclesiastics of Africa used the 
former, precisely as German Protestants do the latter. 
Consequently, passages cited by TertuUian, Cyprian, 
and Augustin, have no weight whatever in criticism; 
nor are they any proof of what these Fathers may have 
read in the original Greek Text. 

I reply, ITie parallel is false f For the Vulgate of the 
German Protestants is — how shall I express myself? — 
a closed Version ; of which it is said, ' Thou shalt add 
nothing thereto ; thou shalt subtract nothing therefrom.* 
Not so, however, with the African, at least unto the 
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days of Auguslin and Fidgeiitiua: £ur AiigosliB ex- 
pressly telk us, that improveioeDts had alw^s been 
made, and were contiiiuiDg, eTen in his own tine, to be 
made in the African Version, in order to render it looie 
correct, and conf<Nrmahle to the original Greek Text. 

Let us hear him. In the 16ih Chapter of hk 
32d Book against Faustus the Maniehaean, he writes 

thus: 

" Quid faceretis," (t.e. you Manichgans — ^us he writes 
against Faustus, who lived in Africa, and consequently knew 
only the Latin Versions current in Africa,) ** Quid faceretis, 
dicite raihi, nisi clamaretis, n^IIo niodo ves potoiase falsare 
codices, qui jam in majufaos epent ommum Christianofiim? 
Quia mox ut facere coepissetis, vetustionim exsmpladttm tc- 
ritate convinceremini. Qua igitur caussa a Tobis corrumpi 
non possent, hac caussa a nemiue potuerunt Quisquis enim 
hoc primiius ausus esset, muHorum codicum vetustiorum 
coUatione confotaietur: maiimc quia non una lingua sed 
muUis eadem scriptura contineretur. Nam tiktmnum. flioi»* 
tiuIUb codicum mendosUates vel de aniiquiorUnu vd de lingua 
prtBcedente emendantur. 

Here let me renund you of the examj^ which I have 
just adduced from the works of '[j^'ertulliau. 

One instance more. Attgusti9,liti^iKi2efrae<.eap.jpuea» 
says, of the Epistle of James,, '* Ipsaa epistofaun^ quam 
legebaq^us^quando ista dictavi, non dil%entei ex Grseco 
habebamus interpretaftam." A proc^f that he codlated 
the Original Text. He says furthev : De Jhctrima CkriMf 
Uan, lib., u. cap. xiv. '* Codicibus emendandis primitus 
debet in vigilare sollertia eorum^ qui scriptitras dirinas 
nosse desiderant" See also lib.xv. cap. xiu. *^ CuntdV- 
versum aliquid in utrisque codicibus " &c« In shor^ 
the Teachers of the African Church, who understood 
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Greek, did not Mindly follow a Latin Version ; but 
consulted the original, and noted wherein the African 
varied from the Greek Text. Therefore, their quoting 
passages from the New Testament is a proof of their 
discernment in the Original Text 

That there was no African Vulgate^ strictly speaking, 
from the days of TertuUian to those of Cyprian — 
I mean, no generally-received Latin Translation of the 
New Testament in that quarter of the globe — will appear 
evident, if we compare the passages found in the Works 
of these two divines. 

Luke XXIL 31,32. 

In TertuUian, rfe fug& in persecutioney cap. m., this 

passage runs thus : 

" Si qirid^m Domitius in Evangelio ad Petrum : Ecce^ 
inquit, postulavit Satanas, ut discemeretvos vehd frumenium : 
verum ego rogavi^ ne deficeret Jides tua^ 

On the other hand, Cyprian, Sermone yu de Orat 

Dominica, has it thus: 

'' Orabat autem Dominus, et rogat non pro se, (quid entm 
pro se innocens precaretur?) sed pro delictis nostris. Sicut 
et ipse declarat, cum dicit ad Petrum : Ecce Satanas expeti" 
vitj ut vos rexaret quomodo triiicum : ego autem rogavi pro (e, 
ne de/kiat^des tuaJ*^ 

1 TflESS. IV. Vi. 
In TertuUian, lib. de Patientia : 

•' t^raaponendus est enim respectns denimtiationis ApoStoll, 
qui ait: Ne contristemini dormitione cuju&quam sicut na- 
tiones^- qua 9pe carent,^^ 

In Cyprian, lib. iv. de Martalitate: 

'* Improbat denique Apostolus Paulus et objurgat et culpat, 
si qui trtflVentur in excessu suorum. Nolumus, inquit, igno- 
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rare vom fraJlret de dormientibuM^ tU mm coniristendni Micui et 
ceteri, qui ttpem non haberd." 

Luke XIL 20. 
TertuUian, advers. Marcianem, lib. iv. 

** Ab eo ergo erit et parabola divitis blandieniis sibi de 
proven tu agrorum suorum, cui Deus dicit : StulU hoc node 
animam tuam reposcent. Qiue autem parattiy cujus erunt" 

Cyprian, Sermane I. de Eleemosyna : 

*' Patrimonium cumulas, quod te pondere sue onerat, ne 
meministi, quid Deus respondent diviti, exuberantiom firuc- 
tuum copiam stulta exsultatione jactanti : StuUe^ inquit, hoc 
node ejcpodulatur anima tua a te. Qua ergo parasU^ cm 
^runt?'' 

Galat. I. 6. 

TertuUian, advers. Marcianem, lib. v. 

*' Miror^ vos tarn cito transferri ah eo^ qui vo$ vocavit in 
graliam ad aliud Evangelium^ 

Cyprian, lib. ii. Epist. iii. 

** Miror, quod sic tarn cito demutamini ab eo, qui fx>s voca» 
vit in gratiam ad aliud Evangelium.^^ 

From these examples, therefore, it is apparent; 
1st, That Tertullian and Cyprian gave each a different 
version of the same expressions in the Original Text. 

2dly, That the Codices which they employed, had 
different readings : e.g. in Luke xxli. 32. Tertullian read 
iKTuTTTiy as many Codices do still. On the contrary, 
Cyprian read cxAeiTri;, like our ordinary Original Text. 
In Luke xiL 20, Tertullian read with us « ^ ; but 
Cyprian « ovv, like the Codex Cantab. In 1 Thess. iv. 13, 
Cyprian read ^cAoyitei/, as many Codices do still. 

I shall close this Appendix with two remarks; to 
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guard, what I have said against all possible miscon* 
ception. 

First, I grant that no conclusion can be drawn, as to 
the individual structure of the Original Text which 
they possessed, from every instance of quotation occur- 
ring in the Works either of the properly Greek, or ancient 
jLaHn- Greek jifathers of the Church; for both occa-^ 
sionally quoted texts of the Bible from memory; 
either condensing or paraphrasing the subject-matter of 
those texts. I only assert in general, that whenever 
Greeks or ancient Latins, who understood the Original 
Text, quote passages of the New Testament, we may be 
sure such passages (at least in substance) were actually 
in the Greek Manuscripts then extant To suspect 
the contrary, is evidently to stigmatize men of probity 
with the imputation of a stupid fraud. "But — But — i 
Piafraus r Well, be it so ! But you must not merely 
susped fraud in all the Fathers of the Church : you are 
bound to prove tY, demonstratively, in each individual 
whose credit you endeavour to impeach ; else you con- 
vert history into romance. 

My Second observation is this. I shall adduce a 
very remarkable example, from the history of Various 
Readings, which is somewhat parallel to that occurring 
in the 1 John V. 7; and furnishes historical evidence, 
that Readings which are at this day actually peculiar to 
the Latin Fathers exclusively, did also formerly exist 
in Greek Manuscripts. 

The African divines, TertuUian, Cyprian, Augustin, 
and other ancient Latin Fathers, read, at the end of 
1 John iii. 6. the words " Quia Deus Spiritus est.'' 
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These words are not found in aoy Gneek Mami9Cfripe« 
They are wanting in the Latin Manuscripts^ some few 
excepted. They are luiknown to almost all: the Crreek 
Fathers. Ambrose says that the Arians had expunged 
them firom the Text. But stiU it appears^ from Eme* 
bius, that they formerly stood in Greek Manuscripts. 
Fop that bishop writes^ (in his Treatise De Eeeknaaiea 

JTudoffia^ lib. I. cap« XIU) t^ ytynnnnfupop ex rn^ ipmpmq 
ffetp^ emt' xof TO yeyevvtifu^m <x rw HMvftaro^ IkrmffjL» ttntf 
BNEYMA AX* 'O &BXyS^ Am eir^TM vimvf c^ to ytyemjgMyo^ 
M TW Qeovy 9e«9 Mnr<* 

But why haire we no^ contrsversy ii» the ]pvesen€ day 
upon the autfaemtiei^ of thi» jpretended passttg^ df 
Scripture ? Are we net bound by the same argmnents 
which prove the autfaentieity of 1 John V. 7. io ddmit 
thb passage also into the Sacred Text t I answet » 19o ! 
For besides thai it has only wu Greek iesHfikM^ io its 
existence in the Chigvmd Texty it is aisoptdpably isuMStisitml 
vfkh ihecont^ on uhuA it is obtrnded^ 
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(Seep. 69.) 

I HAVB stated above, that Gregory's Writings shew 
that the Heretics had misapplied 1 John V. 7., and 
txffiifiigressed the limits of Biblical ideas, in the meanings 
which they affixed to the words 'EN and TPEIS. I shall 
adduce only one proof to that effect. Gregory praises 
the Carthaginian bishop, Cyprian the Seccmd, for 
baiting restored to its primitive notion the Godhead of 
the Trinity, which some had disunited, and others con- 
founded. But bow had he restored it? Because, in 
stating that doctrine, he adhered, like a man of piety, 
stedfastly within the limits of the two notions of the 
Unity and the Connumerationy (exactly the two ideas of 
the EIS and TPEIX.) In his 18th Discourse, (a 
panegyric on the African bishop, Cyprian the Second,) 

he says^ Kai n^s ap^ixn^ 't*' /SaenJuxrts. Tpioioq rtiv QeoTtira^ 
ref/jvonEvrfw ^e i^^' a)v xai avvaJutipo^vtiyy etg to ap^o^iov eTrav- 
uyaye^', eu opot^ jj^va^ evaefiov^ evoxreco^ re xat (rvvapiB* 

It appears, therefore, that the early Anti-Trinitarian 
Heretics took all possible pains, by overstrained inter- 
pretations, to invalidate the testimony in 1 John V. 7. 
(for it is in that text, the !ENQSIS and SYNAPIGMHSIS *" 
occur together and in connection) ; and that, on the con- 
trary, the Orthodox laboured most strenuously to pro- 



( 118) See what I haYe stated about the word ffvimpi»f».i^is^ in pp.66y 67^ 
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tect the meaning of the two remarkable words in that 
passage, the 'EN and the TPEIZ. 

Nay, even among the Orthodox there were some 
who could not satisfy themselves about this verse ; and 
frankly communicated their doubts, to be solved by 
their brethren. Of this class was the Monk Evagrius. — 
Let us hear what Gregory says of him, at the opening 
of the 48th Discourse, " etq Evaypiov MovaxwJ* He ob- 
serves : Y^ohpa re dai//ia^a> kou Aiav eien'KrfrTOfjLai tik yfl^ot^ 
XtOTtjTO^y o?rA>$ TOtovreav ^ea>pti/jMTMv xou nfAixoi/raw ^i|Tif09A»v 
otTioq Ka0iaraffou rat^ axptfiemy epvrmffemvy esq avayxnv fifia^ rov 
Tieyetv xat aycaviav ano^€i^sa>q treptiara^, ept^rtiaei^ avayxouaq 
xai ^rjertfjLOv^ fifuv eTrayeov, Tlaca dffAovori Aoi^rov ovoeyKtif 
xaroTrtv ta>v epQ>rri<rea)v tj/uM^ evoipyeiq voteto0au raq aitoxpttrei^^ 
xai vvv TOivvv TO Trpoffeve^Oev epearrjfia irapa aovy rotov^y xai 
it€pt rovhe r)v, *^ 'Q$ nva rponov av eiti Ilarpo^ re xat Yiov xat 
dytou Tlvevfiaro^ ^ ^vm^^ qv av rtq opOcoq ovmav /aocAAov 17 ipv<nv 
xaAoit}, TTorepov airhrj rts 17 trvvBeroq ; et fuv yap octtAi;, itca^ rovj 
TPEI2, eTTi^e^eToci rA>v •npoetprifieva>v aptBfiov \ To yap aTT" 
Xot/v, fjLOvoei^eq xai avapiOfiov, ro Je aptBfioiq viroirtit- 
rovy avayxij refiveoBou^ xdv ftui api$jjLOtq vtrofiaXnToUf ro de 
refivofievov^ efiTtaBeq, Yl(xJ$oq yap n ro/jui. E/ rotvvv airKti rov 
xpetrrovoq fi ^vffiq^ "rreptrrti row ovofiartnv fi ^emq* E/ ^e reav 
ovofjLara>v aKndnq fi B'eertq xat hei rot£ ovofian netBeoOoUy ro /jmvo* 
ei^eq xat ditKovy evdvq exirohoav otj(erai» Tis ovv av etrf rov 
itpayfiaroq fi if^vrnq ; Tat/roc irpoq fiH^^ ef^a^rxe^* 

Tn short, Evagrius could not reconcile the proposi- 
tion, " There are Three that bear record in Heaven^ the Fa" 
ther, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ; and these Three are One ;" 
which, in his view, involved a contradiction. He con- 
ceived, that the number Three, and the names of the Di- 
vine Persons, destroyed the Oneness, the singleness, of the 
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Godhead : and this number, these names, this oneness, 
occur conjoint^ in no other passage of Scripture, but 
1 John V. 7. 

Therefore 1 John V. 7, was a mighty apple of dis- 
cord between the Orthodox and the Heretics ; nay, the 
meaning of that verse disquieted even some of the 
True Believers. What wonder, then, that it ultimately 
disappeared from the majority of Manuscripts. Hi- 
story informs us, that Scriptural passages of that kind 
shared a similar fate; e,g. John vii. 53. viii. 11.;. also 
Matt.xxvii. 16, 17. IH20YN Bxpafifiap^'^ 



(119) In Professor Adler's Biblische Kritischen Reise nach R<m^ 
pp. 121, 123., we find an .important discovery of this Reading. 
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{See pp. 75—77.) 



The Author of the Didaacomenus was well acquainted 
with the Bible. Besides the actual quotations which 
I have already noticed, he makes several other un- 
questionable allusions to various passages of Scripture ; 
e. g. to 2 Cor. xii. 2, 4. Thus ; 

Triephon says ''", " When I met the Galilaean '" with 
the hold pate and aquiline nose *^^, who ascended into the 
third heaven and there learned unspeakably excellent 
things, he renewed me by water." 

Again, Gen. i. 3. and Exod. iv. 10. " God," says 
Triephon**', " brought forth light by a single word." 

(120) 'Hi'ifra 8c juot FoXiAatof €yervx^j avapakowTias evtppufos, €S 
rpiTov ovpayop OMpofiarriacu^ k<u ra KoWurra tKfUfiaOi^KwSj Si' JSorof rjfuis 
ay&cuvurey. Critias also says to Triephon: Ei km Tax» vtHapaws 
tyeyoveis tuera rov SiSacTKoAov km ra arroppifra ^yanfitis, 

(121) That b, ^' the Christian,** according to the phraseology of 

that day. 

(122) Paul is described exactly in the same manner, in the Acts of 
Thecla. (See Joh. Ernest. Grabe's Spidlegium SS. Patrum^ Tom. T. 
p. 95.) iBovres Se rov avBpa epxofMevov, rov UavXov, fUKpofieyf&Ti, ^iKov rjfv 
KitpaKTiv^ aryKvXov rMS KvrifJiaiSy a'wo<ppvv, eirtppivov. 

(123) *Hv <p(as cupdirov, aoparov, (ucaravor\Tov^ * Au€i ro (TKoros km rriv 
oKOffpnav ravrriv airriKcure Xoytp fiova> ^rjQfvri vv^ avrov, 'As jSpo- 
ZvyKaxrffos aneypcupctro. 
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This is necordedy for our mfornsfldon, by the man ^^ofa 
slow ianffue *^*." 

He repeatedly speaks of ^* the Book of GodjT a phrase 
which frequently occurs in Holy Scripture. 

He Boentions " ike Lord's Prayer ^•^*." 

He says^ that he adored the Unknown God at Athens ^^; 
a ttanifest allusion to Acts xvii. 23. It is notorious, 
that the Emperor Julian embraced Paganism at Athens, 
md became a worshipper of the Deities honoured there. 
Does not Triephon, in the foregoing quotation, intend 
ft sly allusion to that event ? Critics, the Catechumen, 
also swears by " the Unknottm God (f Athena" 

It has therefore been supposed, that the Didascomenus 
(otherwise called Philopatris) was written with the 
intent of turning Christianity into ridicule, and that 
Critias personates the scoffer. It is further believed 
to have been composed by a Pagan, perhaps the Sophist 
Lucian, to ingratiate himself with the Emperor Julian ; 
and therefore that the Philopatris was written in the 
lifetime of that apostate. All this I also had believed. 
But having perused the Didascomenus, for the fourth 
time, and with closer attention and maturer deliberation, 
I have now adopted a different opinion. Triephon, 
who represents the Christian, is really the victorious 
combatant ; consequently the hero of the plot, which 
the author of the dialogue contemplated ; for what he 
urges against idols, strikes at the root of Paganism, 

(124) Aecordtng to the Alexandrine Versiop, Moses says of him- 
self, £xod. iv., that he was ppaZuyKuffffos^ " of a slow tongue," 
(12^) *GffT€ eaffov roxnovs, ttjv evxw AllO HATPO^ ap^afxevos, 
( 1 36) 'H/ueir tc tov tv Mtfuais ar^vdtffrov t^vpourts nai vpocrKwriffavrts, 
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and covers it with deserved ridicule. On the oAe 
handy the little which is regarded as a scoflSng a 
Christianity^ in the mouths of Triephon and Critia 
(especially the latter), is really such, that part of it i 
unworthy the name of sarcasm; and the residue i 
merely those conceits to which a Pagan is liable, wb^ 
he commences Catechumen (the character which sidL^ 
Critias in the dialogue), and hears for the first tinr^ 
some of the doctrines of Christianity. Among 
former, I reckon the description which Triephon givet 
Paul's personal appearance, ^' The Galilaean, with 
bald pate and aquiline nose, converted me." Now, ti£-^ 
cannot possibly be meant in ridicule ; for even the prE " 
mitive Christians describe the Apostle's aspect in HieH" 
same terms* I appeal to the Martyrology of Theela 
from which I have already quoted a passage to the 
point. It was quite in the manner of Lucian (whom, 
the Author of the Fhilopairia studiously imitated) to 
give a description of the person, rather than his name* 
True, when Triephon bids him swear by the Triune 
God, Critias says, '^ He teaches him numeration, and tunu . 
his oath into arithmetic^ like Nicomachus Gera^enusJ^ If this 
be meant as a sarcasm, it does not affect the Orthoddz, 
but the Arians, who disputed with them, (as I have ] 
already shewn,) about the Synarithmesis, or Connumera- t 
tion, in the doctrine of the Trinity. Moreover, when % 
Critias is toM of a *' book of God,*' in which the deeds of " 
men are recorded, he says, " There must needs be a 
vast many scribes in heaven." Both these retorts are 
so stupid, that the utmost they deserve, is to be called 
" childish jokes." The Author of the Dialogue would 
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Gth. The conclusion of the Gospel of St. Matthew 
is written orauparvTreagy cruciform ; and shews thus : 

Oi is e- 

iiffToveitrav, 

Kai TT/oo- 

<rt\$eap 6 Itjo'oi/c, e^\tj(rey avTOtq^ 

Acya>v* E^5f| fxot naff a e^ovaia €v 

ovpaveo xou errt yij?. TlopevSepTeq fta- 

ffare 

navTa 

ra t0yri, 

re; avTOvq et^ 
TO ovofia Tov Uarpo^ 

KOU TOV XtOV Xat TOV 

uytov liysvfJMTo^' hiaffxov-' 

Teq avTOv^ Ttjpety jeavroi 

offa $v€T€t\afj,tiv vfuv* xoi «- 

3oi/, f^w /ie^' vyMV etfu naffa^ 

rof ^fupa^, ea»s Tif^ avyTeKet' 

a^ TOV ouei)ya^. afuty ^ \ \ "^ 

May not this cruciform style of writing have also 
been a prolific source of Various Readings, on account 
of the frequent disruption of the words ? 

7th« There is occasionally an uncial letter in 
the middle of the words'^; a proof that the origi- 



(136) e*g. Matt. xv. 1. irpoc^pxovraL, v. 22, yvrti XoMoNaifiu 
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nal of thia Manuscript must have been an andent 

Codex *". 

8th. The N e<pe7iKv<ntKov is used even sequente consond, 
i. e. when a consonant follows. 

§8. 
After the Gospel of John^ comes 

Ai}Aa>ff2^ ^taXoLfifiayovcra Ttiv tou y(povov Ttav 'E.voLyyeXtcav 
avayvc^mv xat rtjv rcov IStvayyeXtareav Zta^^tiv itoBev re txp^ovrai 
Kat TTov xaTaXtiyovo'tv, 

This ^fiXaxriq is taken from Dorotheus; and is also 
found in the Typicum. 

Then follows : AtjXeixnq aKpifitjq Tei)v Ka$* CKOumjv tifupav 
Ke<ffa\atedv rov xai ATToetroXov xai tov lE^ayyeXtov apy(Ofxev^v 

But we are mistaken if we expect here the LecHones 
(Lessons) from the Apostolus ; that is^ from the Acts and 
Apostolic Epistles. They are merely portions from 
the Gospels ; e.ff. 

"Kvptaxt) TOV liatr^a, 

iySd. fi/. Ia>. K, a, 

TOU . - ^ , 

o-^pv '^ 

'Xpovov fi\ £v, Ia>. X. ^, 

y\ ev» Aoi/x. x. pty. &c. &C. 

§ 9. 

Then comes Apxt "^^^ fitjvohoyiov irroi ra»v e^owrtop evay- 
ysTua ioprwv. 

This Calendar of Festivals begins the year with the 
month of September. It omits many Festivals of the 
Modern Greeks. 

(137) See my Beytrage zur Kriiik uber Jofuinnes Offenbarungy p. 41. 
also my Ulphilas^ cap. iv. § 134. n. 6. cap. v. § 165. il4. 
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The whole of March, and the beginning of April, are 
stated thus ; viz. 

Mf;v Mo/orioi/. 
d . Ta>y dytei)v fieyaXofiapTvpeov fi, r^v ffeffaareta, ev. Mar. x« tt'* 
Ke» 6 evayyehtafjLO^ rtjq virepayiaq Ocoroxov, 

€v» AovK, X. y • 

Tov op6pov - A V 

. / TOV opdpov, ev» AdvK. x, o • 

Aoi/x. X, fyy, r r 7 

Mi;v Att/oiAAio^. 
«' • Ti;5 offtaq fAttrpoq fifici>v Mapia^ rtj^ Aiyvmia^, ev, Aot/x. 

X. \y\ 
Kpm TOV Off tov Ttarpoq ^fici>v Qeoiettpov tov XvxeeoTOv, ev, lo);* 
X, Ar'. &c. &C. 

§10. 
The whole terminates with the following Summary of 
the Ecclesiastical Calendar ; viz. 

EvayyeKta eiq ^ta^opov% fitivaq dyteav* 
E/$ AjroetToKovs, ev. Mar. x. A^. xou Aoi/x« x. ya, 
Eiq Ma^u/oo^, ev. Mar. x. Ac', xai Aovx, x. py', xai pr .' 
Ei$ ^aprvpeas, ev. Aovx, Kt /iS'. xat Ia>. x. vfi', &C. &C. 

All these Liturgical notices are written in a. hand 
visibly different from that which wrote the Prefaces and 
Gospels. 

The Dissertation of the late Rector Heusinger "^ in 
which he has given a description of this Codex, is a 
Congratulatory Epistle to the late Chief-Superintendant 
Hassel, when he was appointed Principal Court- Chap- 
lain, and Counsellor to the Consistory. It has been 
long out of print, and not to be procured. I shall 
therefore subjoin what my late friend says in it, of this 
Wolfenbiittle Manuscript ; viz. 

(138) See Note 130. 

k2 
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Nec igitar Tuk person^ indignum, nee nostris Hteris alie* 
num facturus mihi videor, si hoc tempore, quo Tibi novos 
eosque tam insignes honores gratulaturus ad Te access!, 
Codicia quaiuor Evangdia Chracca in memhrana luoulenter 
scripta exhibeniis, brevem descriptionem prsemittam. Habet 
ille membranas octojuges, quae tamen paginis nostris quadri- 
geminis parum magnitudine cedunt. Jam ante Gudianorum 
librorum accessionem in Guelferbytana BIbliotheca sub nu- 
meris 16. 6. adservabatur. Scriptus est Uteris nexis inter se 
quidem, quarum tamen ductus, cum reliquis antiquitatis argu- 
mentis, prohibent aetatem ejus saeculo post Christum natum 
decimo inferiorem ponere. Non literarum solum munditia, 
sed picturse etiam elegantia, qua nitet hoc non contemnendse 
vetustatis monumentum, oculos spectatorum baud imperito- 
rum in se convertit. Quatuor enim scriptores sacrorum Evan- 
geliorum, singuli suis libris eleganter depicti, prsefiguntur. 
Imagines Matthaei et Marci coloribus fldridis in auratis tabu- 
lis (in aureo fundo vulgb dicunt) repraesentatae prae caeteris 
pulchritudine et integritate conspiciuntur. Scriptores sacri 
adsident mensis, quibus ttavra evypaifteoi rep^vi;^ opyava impo- 
sita videas. MATTHisus dextra mento admota, sinistraque 
manu KaXofjLov axpofiafj^tj tenens, meditantis vultum habi- 
tumque jam nunc scripturi praefert, pulpitoque, quod stat 
pone mensam, membranam virginem suspensam habet. Mar- 
cus ad librum jam literatum, pulpi toque impositum conversis 
oculis, eidemque sinistra manu admota, dextra vero calamum 
tenens, librumque atramento intactum, ex more prisco» eirt 
yovvaffi Siji^a?, speciem praebet scripturi, et quod pictor videtur 
designare voluisse, vnoypa^ovTo^ xat eittTefiowTo^ to xaTa Mar- 
0MOV $vayyt\iov. Instrumenta scriptoria, quae in utraque 
mensa picta esse dixi, longe sunt plura lis quae in imaginibus 
Luc£ DiONYSiique Halicarnassei apud Montfauconium in 
PalaeographifL Graeci deprehenduntur, ut etiam hinc appareat, 
Yel hoc nomine has imagines Montfauconianis digniores esse, 
quae tabulis aeneis incisae in plura exemplaria transcribantur. 
Marci praesertim mensa exhibet omnem librariam supellecti- 
lem, quin etiam copiosiorem ilia, quae in Antholooia Epi- 
grammatum Graecorum, lib. vi. cap. xxvi. recensetur. Singula 
instrumenta ista, quamvis Tud attentione, quffi rebus gravio- 
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ribus debetur, non sint adtnodum digna, si breviter enumera- 
vero, spero Te, benignisslmum viriim, facilem vcniam datii- 
rum hiiic obscurae forsan diligentiae hominis antiquitatum 
studiosi, eaque superstitione capti, ut sibi persuaserit, yix 
ullum prions temporis monumentum superesse, cujus accura- 
tior contemplatio non aliquaniulam utilitatem adferre possit 
Uteris. In utraque igitur scriptoriim sacrorum mensa, con- 
spicimus xiarnv ivo oita^ e\ovaav^ rtiv /jlcv fieXavdoKov, rriv $e 
Mwapapeeo^ -nhsftdovcrav, Adest prsBterea laguncula plane si- 
milis vasculis, quorum alteram sub mensa S. Lucje, alterum 
in mensa Halicarnassei apud Montfauconium depictum 
videre memini. Censet vir doctus haec vasa cinnabari red- 
piendaB fuisse destinata. Quod ad Dionysii imaginem attinet, 
nihil contradicam Montfauconio, quia ibi, ut ipse testatur, 
liquor in vasculo vitreo ruber depingitur. In Luc^ lagun- 
cula nondum sentio cum viro antiquitatis alioquin peritis- 
simo. Primo enim vas istud in scrinio sub mensa repositum, 
si cum atramentario mensae imposito conferatur, longe majus 
est quam pro usu cinnabaris, cujus minore etiam quam atra- 
menti copia scribentibus opus erat. Deinde simil^m lage- 
nam et in Matth^bi et in Marci supellectile animadvertimus, 
quum tamen ut supra adnotatum est, utriusque atramenta- 
rio cohserens aliud vas cinnabari, quod pictura manifeste de- 
el arat, repletum, lagenae Ktyvafiapeat^ ^0%^'^ locum ibi vix 
relinquat. Omnem vero dubitationem eximere potest, quod 
lagena ista, quae colore albo in utraque imagine picta est, 
apud Marcum os habet colore nigro maculatum, indicio 
satis aperto vas hoc atramento majore copia servando inser- 
Tisse. Praeter haec exhibent picturae nostras : 

Ajcpa Ts juccroTo^vi, ei/y\t/^ea$ KaXofiovq 
JVoi ^aXvfia ffxKtjpov xaKoifin^ayoVy aXAa kou owtov. 

Hytfiova ypafjLfim airKavBO^ KovovtHj 
ls,(u Mov OKptoevraf ^ya^ 6$t ^tffffoy o^vra, 

QnyeTixtf afifi\vy0eti ex doA/;^oy/oa^/i}$, 

Jvoi fivSiijv TptTMPOq dkarTiayKTOto ')(afA£vvnv. 
Sfroyyoi', oucecrTOpitjv it\a^ofjLei/ti^ ypoufft^* 
His adjiciuntur utroque loco, praeter circinos quibus in 
chartis dimetiendis utebantur, alia instrumenta quibus figura 
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non valde dinimilis est binis circinis, quorum capita perforata 
funiculis inter se constricta sint. Heec org^na, paralleliine 
ducenfl^^'aa.liiKiJISkixdis chartiii, an alii usui destinata fuerint, 
parum definire ausim. Finem describendi apparatus scrip- 
torii faciam, si unum hoc addidero, in mensa Marco apposita 
satis clari deptctum esse : 

sive, ut alius poets verbis utar : 

Hsc posterior descrlptio stili plumbei quo lineas duce- 
bant, adeo imposuit Montfauconio, ut in Palsog^phid, 
p. 24, atramentarium plumbeum inde confinxerit. Poterat 
ab isto errore virum doctum revocare, non id solum, quod in 
eodem epigprammate, unico versu interjecto, sequi yiderat 
ypaifuKoto Zo^sia KtTiawoTaToio pte0pou ; sed etiam quod in reliquis 
omnibus tachygraphonim epigrammatis, primo loco plumbum 
lineis signandis accommodatum, commemoratur. Ne quid 
tamen dissimulem, pro primo vocabulo hujus carminis ypa/i- 
fiariMf in Henrici Stephani exemplaribus Anthologis ex- 
scriptum, video ypa^ifunroK^. Tantum abest ut banc vocem 
minus obviam ex priore vulgar! omnibusque nota temeri 
ortam credam, ut potius pro certo affirmare ausim» pro post- 
eriore parum intellecta priorem illam imperitia describentium 
esse substitutam. Nee tamen to ypotfifioroKov ex rov ypotfjifUKTo^ 
xou rov TtKTstVt compos! tum arbitror, quum ex comparatione 
similium, ypofi^roroMv inde dicendum fuisse videatur, sed 
potius ypafifjMTOKov^ idque atro rm ypafifini formatum, in priscis 
exemplaribus fuisse existimo. Ita hoc poema reliquis tachy- 
graphorum epigrammatis omnino consentiens, et vocabulum 
poeta longe digpiius habemus. Sed missis picturis, ad reli- 
quam codicis nostri descriptionem accingar. In fronte libri 
occumint sine nomine tamen et sine epistola Eusebii, rubro 
colore soriptaB decem tabuls istse ri;^ ra>v tvayyefaffrwv avfju^" 
via^, quas MiLLius exemplaribus suis adjecit. His responden- 
tes numeri, quos et ipsos Milliana exemplaria servant, per 
totum codicem marginibus inscripti sunt eodem rubro colore, 
quo etiam majuscuke liters, ad quas singuli numeri pertinent. 
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Aaiegrediuntur unumquodque Evangeliiim Pnefationes quas 
quia alibi leg^sse non recorder et breves sunt, hue transcrip- 
tas Tibi, vir eruditissime, qui in maxima exquisitissimorum 
librorum copia plurimum leg^;>ti judicandas proponam cer* 
tissime nimirum indicaturo, publicatae isise jam apud alios 
habeantur, an ex hoc demum codice in publicum producantur. 
Matthjbo hsec Pnefatio pnemittitur. 

(I have given the Greek Text already, in p. 238,) 
Erunt fortasse nonnulli amicorum Tuorum quibuscum has 
literas communicabis, qui majore cum Yoluptate Latina quam 
Graeca legant ; etiam his, si possim, gratificatums interpreta- 
tionem subjiciam. 

** Scias Evangelium Matthai Hebraica lingiia scriptum 
" ab ipso, Hierosolymis editum esse interprete Joanne. Re- 
*' censet secundum humanam naturam Christi generationem, 
** et est hu manse formie Evangelium. Quatuor enim sunt 
'^ Evangelia, nee plura, neque pauciora. Quia quatuor venii 
*' cardlnales, etiam quatuor sunt Evangelia, undique spirant! a 
'^ incorruptibilitatem et inflammantia homines. Unde mani- 
*^ festum est, eum qui sedet supra Cherubinos, quum apparuit 
*' hominibus, dedisse nobis quadriforme Evangelium, quemad- 
*^ mddum David£S precatus adventum ejus : ' Qui sedes supra 
^' Cherubinos, appareas/ Inquit. Nam Cherubinorum quatuor 
**• sunt facies, et facies eorum sunt imagines actionum Filii Dei. 
*^ Ea enim quse similis est leoni, actuosam et regiam et im- 
** peratoriam virtutem exprimit. Quae similis estvitulo, sacri- 
*^ ficiunl sacerdotiumqae indicat. Humana forma carnis as- 
*' sumptionem declarat. Aquilina facies accessionem Spiritils 
" Sancti deformat.' " 

In fine Matth^i rubro colore ista adscribuntur : 
(The Greek Text is already given, in p. 234) 

*' Scriptum est sanctum Matthjei Evangelium, octo aunis 
*^ post Christum Deum nostrum in caelum recepturo. Editum 
** est Hierosolymis lingua Hebraica. Versus bis mille sexcenti," 

Ne quis eorum qui post hac codicem istum Evangeliorum 
manibus versabuntur, mala me fide egisse existimet qui nu- 
merum versuum fi^x* ediderim, quum legere sibi ^x'. videan- 
tuF, brevi adnotadone occasionem male de nobis opinandi 
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avertam. Scripta est prior numeri nota ad hanc ^\ fere siml- 
litudmem. Hsec vero figura orta est ex antiqu& forma liters 
fi', et subscript^ lineolfi, quae milliarii valoris nota addi solet 
Notissimum autem est his qui antiquos libros baud fugitivis 
oculis perlustrant, jam inde a nono saeculo, in scriptis et in 
impressis ssculi decimi-quinti codicibus, frequentissimi li- 
terae fi hanc /i esse figuram, qus in ipso etiam Ttrpasvayys^uif 
nostro ssepissime occurrit. Huic literse si inferius lineolam, 
milliarii numeri indicem, adjeceris, facil^ effeceris figuram, 
quam duo millia exprimere affirmamus. Et minim videri 
queat^ formam priscam, quam dixi, literse fi non absimilem 
litersg /i hodie adeo ignotam esse plerisque ; ut doctos etiam 
viros pro diversa scriptura adnotare non pigeat in aliis exem- 
plaribus Afuva^ofi leg! pro A/uvahafi^ et quae his sunt similia. 
Bed ad praefationes codicis nostri revertimur, qui sub initium 
Evangelii Marci talia disputat. 

(The Greek Text is already given, in p. 235.) 
" Marci nomine Evangelium hoc inscribitur, quia Marcus, 
** discipulus Petri et comes itinerum Pauli, conscripsit illud. 
*' Narrationem vero ab initio instituens docet, initium esse 
Evangelii, praedicationem et baptismum Joannis sumpto ab 
EsAiA propheta testimonio. *Declarat et ipse Jesum tenta- 
tum esse in monte, non enumerat vero tentationes. Praeterea 
'* tradit electionem discipulorum, quaeque miracula et prodigia 
*^ facta sint, et arcani traditionem, tandemque corpus Jesu 
" traditi Pilato cruci suffixum esse. Milites vero divisisse 
*' vestimenta ejus, et corpus positum in monumento tertia die 
♦* surrexisse, idque mulieribus angelum, qui coelo descended t, 
^* nuntiasse, ut hae nuntiarent discipulis." 

Evangelio Lucjb antiquus, quicumque is fuit, auctO£ ista 
praefatur : 

(The Greek Text is given, in p. 236.) 

" Memineris hoc Evangelium, Evangelium LuciE inscriptum 
*• esse, quia Lucas discipulus Petri, lectusque comes itine- 
^' rum'Pauli, cujus etiam testimonium. tul it, conscripsit illud. 
^* Incipit autem ab ortu Joannis, ac deinceps enarrat humanos 
*' Salvatoris natales, generis seriem enumerans, et ascendens a 
<< Deo ad Davidem. Rursus et ipse enarrat baptisma Joannis,, 
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** factasque in monte a diabolo tentationes, et electionem dis- 
cipuloruxii, aliorumque LXX^ designationem, et tandem 
corpus Pontio Pilato traditi, in crucem siiblatum esse, ac 
" milites divisisse vestes ejus. Latronum cruci affixorum 
** alterum, qui resipuerit, confessum esse. Corpus Jesu posi- 
** turn in sepulchro, surrexisse die tertio. Post omnia, in 
'* coslum eum receptum esse, in conspectu discipulorum." 

JoANNEo Evangelio heec adnotatio prsefigitur : 
(The Greek Text is given, in p. 237.) 

" Tenendum est Joannis Evangelium temporibus Trajani 
" exceptum esse ab Joanne in Patmo insula. EnarratVero a 
'* Patre principalem et actuosam et gloriosam Christi genera- 
•* tionem." 

Annexa sunt codici quern describimus, opuscula quaedam 
antiqua quidem, ea tamen, quae scripsit Evangelia, aliquanto 
recentiore manu exarata. Hsec quia lectu parum Tibi jucunda 
fore arbitror, nee ea transcribere mihi vacat eorum titulos hic 
posuisse suffecerit. Primiim est : AiyAwo-f^ ha\afx0avov<ra Ttjv 
Tov xpovov r«v €vayye\uk>v avayv<o<riv kou rriv ratv evayyeht<rr€dP 
hai^oj^f TToOsv re ap')(pvraty kou ttov KaraXtjyovffi, Tunc sequi« 
tur : Aj|Aa>jf9 axptfitiq rtav xa^ ixourrviv nfJiSfiav xsijfahcu&tp TCdP 
uyuov aTTOtrrohMv xai rov evayysJuaTOv ap^o/uvtj airo ri}$ /u^yoAiK 
Kvptaxn^, Hanc excipit brevis tractatio, cujus hsec est in« 
scriptio : A-p-^ tov juivoXoytov, tirot rav exov<r«i>v evayyeXta 
iopTa)v, Agmen claudunt : EuayyeAia et^ ^tou^opov^ fAvnfUK^ dcyt^v. 

Hi libelli lectiones certis diebus destinatas indicantes, nu- 
meros capitum sequuntur longe diyersos ab istis, quos manus 
prima, Millianis consentientes, marginibus codicis Evange- 
liorum adscripserat. Is vero librarius, qui Appendicem 
scripserat, per totum fere Evangelium Matthjei, etperpaucas 
paginas Marci, numeros preelectionum, cum suis eitrypa^^ 
marginibus minio notatos adlevit, secundum quam distinc- 
tionem MATTHiEi opus in cxv. capita dispescitur. 

Nunc ut appareat qua diligentiS, qud, negligenti& in co* 
dice isto descripti sint libri sacri, generatim quaedam monuisse 
suffecerit. Tituli primaeque Evangeliorum literae auro fulgent. 
Eyangelii Matth-ki titulus, vetustate quidem valde detritus 
est, ita tamen, ut ex vestigiis literarum, spatiisque, et ex 
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collatione reliqiioram titulonim, facile appareat, nihil aliud 
scriptum fuisse qd^m hoc: EBANFFEAIONKATAMAT- 
OAIONKE^. A. Marco v^ro satis per^icue praeseriptum est : 
EBAFFEAIONKATAM APKONKEOAAAION A. Utroque loco 
vocabulum EYAFFEAION loco rovY habet B. Error natus est 
ex prisca ilia pronuntiatione^ quae calligfrapho Bostro sexcento^ 
rum aberrationuni prgebuit occasionem. Sic sspindme e et 
Of, sic ly, I, «i» et oty sic o et a» innumeris locis inter se permu- 
tavit. Et nisi plurimis aliis rationibus eruditi grammatici 
antiquos diphthongorum sonos dudum confirmassent, vel boc 
solum, quod prisci librarii tarn frequenter ofio^wyov^ syllabas 
confuderunty omnem nobis de ea re dubitandi locum prsripe- 
ret, prffisertim quum Montfaugonius atque Kusterus e libro 
quinto circiter ssculo scripto, pluribusque antiquissimis mem- 
branis easdem aberrationes passim adnotaverunt Vides, 
Vir Summe, quanta vetustis monumentis religio hoc efiam 
nomine debeatur, quod vel errores hominum priscorum tarn 
amplam imperitioribus discendi materiam prsebere possint. 
Quod vero chrysographus in Mattujbi titulo, vocabulum 
EYAFFEAION scripturus, N ante FF posuit, ne id quidem 
peculiar! suo errore fecisse videtur. Nam etiam apud Gau- 
TERUM p. Lxxi. ex antiquo marmore ISYNXAIPOMENOY. pro 
2YFXAIP0MEN0Y adferri recordamur. Csterum codex nos- 
ter, quod ex festinata ejus ac tumuliuaria inspectione animad 
vertere potui, plerasque optimorum criticorum emendationes 
sufiragio suo eg^egi^ comprobat, et si quando ab his dissentit, 
raro tamen pejores receptis scripturas sequitur. Passus est 
identidem correctorum, etiam recentissimorum, manus ; sic 
tamen, ut prior scriptura plerumque satis clare cognoscatur. 
Ita spiritum reciproci owrov, quem antiquus calligraphus te« 
nuem constantissime dederat, ineptissimus emendator saepe 
in asperum mutavit, idemque iota, quod manus prima voca- 
libus nunquam subscripserat, subinde adjecit. N b^sKkw 
TtKov frequenter addit librarius, sequente litera consonante, nee 
id solum in line sententiarum, verum etiam in oratione con- 
texta. Multis etiam locis sequente yocali N istud omittit. 
Nee ista temeraria, et optimis quibusque, etiam in prorso 
sermone atque Attico, usitata esse, passim a viris doctis, ad 
alios scriptores Greecos adnotatum est. Etiam in his plura 
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antiqua monumenta habent membraDse nostrse sibi consen- 
tientia, quod voculam ovrc^ nonnunquam ante consonantem 
exhibent, quodque compositas particulas plerumque dijun- 
gunt. ' Ita scite ubique separant : 6q r/$, a>q re, «k)$ avrea^, ^ta ri, 
iva ri, 7f apa %^t>t|Eia, et similia. Alibi tamen conglutinantur ab 
eodem librario, ea quae nos hodie diveliimus, ut ista: ern- 
ToavTO, s^apxt^i xarofiaT^cuov, xaraAoi/xav, xaj'^iaVf xaTOtrapKa, 
KaTOToirovqj x. r. A. 

Sed haec atque his potiora, illis disputanda reliaquimus 
qui id sibi negotium sument, ut prsclarum hoc principalis 
Bibliothecae xetjuLtiKtov cum Vulgatis libris majore cura con- 
tendant^ atque inde eruant^ si quid publicis usibus profuturum 
hinc colligi posse arbitrabuntur. 
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[App. means Appendix, n. iVbto.] 



Acta Sanctorum, (Junius',) referred to; p. 41. n.29. — when 
admissible as Historical Evidences; p. 97. 

Adler, Professor, of Copenhagen — his *' Biblische-Kritisch 
Reise nach Rom," (Blblico-CrUical Journey to 
Rome) referred to, respecting a supposed Alcuin's 
Bible ; p. 100. n. 102. — his discovery of the Reading 
Itjffovv BacpajSfiay in a MS. (Matt, xxvii. 16, 17); 
Appendix (E.) p. 221. n. 1 19. 

Africana, or Fetus Itala, a Latin Version of the Bible, current 
in Africa during the 1st and 2d centuries, not inva- 
riably quoted by Cyprian ; p. 36. — not a closed version^ 
like Luther's German; App. (D.) p. 213. 

Alexandrine Version of the Bible, not free from Gramma- 
tical Solecisms ; App. (C.) p. 208. n. 112. — quoted ; 
App.(F.) p. 223. n. 124. 

Alcuin's Bible, said to be in the Vauxcelles Library ; but 
the Book so called omits 1 John V. 7., which his Re- 
cension is said to have recognised as authentic ; p. 100. 
n. 102. 

Alogi — Heretics^ who rejected the Gospel and Apocalypse 
of St. John, and possibly also his Epistles ; p. 79. 

Ambrose — his interpretation of 1 John V. 8. not mystical ; 
p. 63. — says that the Arians expunged a clause from 
John iii. 6 ; App. (D.) p. 218. 

Andreas- Cketensis, a Greek Author of the 6th century, al- 
ludes to 1 John V. 7. ; p. 105. 

Antioch, Council of, (a.d. 273,) rejected the erroneons sense 
of 6/xoovertoi ; p. 59. n. 50. 

Apostolus, The, or Liturgy of the Greek Church. — The modern 
Apostolus reads 1 John V. 7. — desirable to collate 
MSS. of it — Apostolized Codices, what ? — valuable to 
Critics; p. 85. & n. 84; p. 107. 

Aquinas, Thomas — his Note on 1 John V. 8 ; p. 64. & n. *. 
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Arians, The, acknowledged I John V. 7. authentic ; p. 62. 
n. 54. 

Athanasius disregarded the Edicts of Councils, and appealed 
solely to Scripture ; p.71. n. 70. — not the author of the 
Nicene Disputation ; p. 74. — nor of the Twenty Ques- 
tions ; n. 72. — supposed to be Author of the Dialogue 
against the heretic Macedonius ; p. 75.<^hi8 ' Synopsis 
Scripture' quoted ; p. 236. n. 134. 

AuGUSTiN, St — his maxim *' In rebiu obscuris &c." ; p. 6. 
— explained 1 John V. 8. mystically of the Trinity; 
p. 32. — manifestly alludes to 1 John V. 7 ; p. S5, 
*-his work against Maximin, probably written later 
than the '' Ciritas Dei " ; p. 34. n. 24, 25. — his Com- 
mentary on the 1st Epistle of John does not extend 
to 1 JohnV. 7; p. 85. 

AusoNius, a Latin of the 4th century, alludes to 1 John 
V. 7 ; pp. 77, 105. 

Basil the Great — Maurop's panegyric on; p. 41 .—his festiral 
in the Greek Church Calendar; p. 45. n. 38. — ^Menaean 
narrative of; p. 46. 

Basileeksis Codex, called by Wetstein Cod. 4. omits Mat be- 
fore 1/^/9, in 1 John V. 8. ; p. 87. 

Baumoarten, A. G. — his MetopAynca quoted; p. 122. n. 108. 

Benedictines', Library of, at St. Casino, has a MS. Bible, 
superscribed " Biblia ad recensianem 8, Hieronymi " ; 
p. 101. n.l02. 

Bernoulli, James, the great Calculator of Probabilities, 
recognises Augustine's maxim ** In rebus obscuris &c." 
— his own rule in similar cases ; pp. 6^ 11 (& n. 7), 12. 

Beza, Theodore. — his rendering of 1 John V. 7. in the Co- 
dex Guelpherbytahus D. ; p. 88. 

Biblical Criticism advanced by the attack on 1 John V. 7 ; 
p. 5. 

» 

Blanchini, Joseph, gives an engraving of the 1 John V. 7. 
as found in a Codex of Cardinal Passionei ; p. 100. 
n. 101. 

BariANNicus Codex has 1 John V. 7. ; p. 110. — not identical 
with the Codex Montfortianus ; ditto, n. *. 

Bruns, Professor, of Helmstadt — his hint to Investigators of 
Manuscripts ; p. 43. n. 34. — his Fac-simile of 1 John 
y. 7. from the Codex Montfortianus ; p. 95. n. 98. 
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Brycnne, John db, (Bryennius;) a Greek Monk of the 13th 
century, quotes 1 John V. 7. — was an opposer of the 
Latin Church — consulted Codices ; p. 72. — omits the 

^ KOi before v^top in 1 John V. 8. ; p. 87. — asserts 1 John 

V.7. to be the very words of the Apostle ; pp. 105,107. 

Burgess, Dr. Thomas, (Bishop of Salisbury) — quotation from 
his "Letter to the Clergy of St. David's" ; p. 78, n. *— 
and *' Selection of Tracts on 1 John V. 7.** ; p. 95, n. *. 

Calecas, Manuel, a Greek of the 14th century, quotes 1 John 
V. 7. ; pp. 73, 105. 

Cantabrigiensis Codex, reads d ow^ Luke xii. 2.; App. (D.) 
p. 216. 

Carolus Calvus ; p. 101. n. 102. 

Cassiodorus' Complex. Canon* Epist, alludes to 1 John V. 7. ; 
p. ^2. n. 45. 

Castalio, Sebastian — his Version of 1 John V. 7. in the 
Codex Guelpherbyt. D. ; p. 88. 

Caution recommended in discussing the Controversy on 1 John 
V. 7. ; p. 6. 

Cave — his remark on the Philopatris of Lucian ; p. 76. 

Charlemagne, in his Letter to Pope Leo, alludes to 1 John 
V. 7.; p. 52. n.45. 

Chrysostom, John — Maurop'sPanegyric on; p. 41. — Mensean 
Narrative of ; p. 46. 

Cicero, M. T. — his remarkable quotation of a lost line in 
Homer ; analogous to 1 John V. 7 ; deserves critical 
examination ; p. 16. n. 12. 

Clemm, in his '' Vollstandige Einleitung in die religion und 
Gesammte Theologie," (Complete Introduction to Re- 
ligion and General Theology,) gives the Algebraic 
Formula of proving the Doctrine of the Triuity; 
App.(G.)n. 129. 

Codex^ Basileensis, p. 87. — Britannicus, p. 110, & n.*. — Can- 
tabrigiensis, App. (D.) p. 216.-^Colbertinus, p. 43. — 
Corsendoncensis, p. 98. — Guelpherbytanus, A. B. C, 
p. 83. n. 80. — D., pp. 88, 1 10.— E., p. 231. — Havnien- 
sis, App. (B.) p. 205. — Leicesterensis, p. 239. — Mont- 
fortianus, pp. 89, 94, 110 & n. *. — Ottobonianus, 
p. 110, n. *. — Ravianus, p. 94, 110. — Regius, p. 235. — 
StcphaniCodd., p. 89. — Ulm. Codd., p. 100, n. 101. — 
(See under these heads respectively.) 
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CoLBERTiNUS Codcx, (No. 2493,) written by George, writer 
of the " Martyrium Demetrii," and of Maurop's Pane- 
gyrics ; p. 43. 

CoMPLUTBNsiAN Edition of the Bible — contains 1 John V. 7. ; 
p. 94. — ably defended by Goezen of Hamburgh ; p. 95. 
n. 96.-* was printed from ancient Greek MSS.; p. 107. 
— must not be impeached on mere suspicion, unsup- 
ported by historical evidence ; p. 109. 

CoRSBi^DONGENsis CoDEx — remarkable interpolation of a mar- 
ginal gloss into the Text of; p. 98. 

CoTBLERius ad Apost. Constit.; p. 17. n. 13. 

CuNNiNGHAME, a German Author, opposes the doctrine of 
Mysteries; pp. 117, 122. 

Cyprian, Tascius Cjegilius, Bishop of Carthage early in the 3d 
century — his quotation, " Tres unum sunt &c." taken 
from 1 John V. 7. and not an allegorical application of 
1 John V. 8. ; p. 21. — various extracts from his Works, 
in proof; pp. 22, 23. n. 15, 16, 17. — extract from his 
Letter to Jubaianus ; p. 29. n. 21. — Cyprian under- 
stood Greek well; p. 35. — would not be likely to 
quote texts against the Heretics, which did not exist 
in the Original Text; p 36. — his testimony proves that 
1 John V. 7. existed in Greek MSS. of the New Testa- 
ment of the .3d century ; p. 37. — uses the words ** Three 
are ojie^** as words of Scripture designating the Holy 
Trinity; pp. 106, 110. — often quotes different Latin 
Versions of the same text ; therefore, did not slavishly 
follow the Africana or Veins ItaJLa Version — proofs 
that he actually had the Greek Original before him, 
though he quotes the text in Latin — occasionally 
plays on the words in the original — varies from Ter- 
tuUian in his mode of quoting the same text — quotes 
a clause of John iii. 6. not found in extant MSS. ; 
App. (D.) pp.209— 218. 

CTRiL,Presbyter of Alexandria, quotes a clause (IThess.V. 21.) 
not found in extant MSS. ; p. 17. h. 13. — accuses the 
Heretics of having perverted Scripture; p. 69. n. 67. 

AifAoMTK, appended to Codex Guelph. E. ; p. 242. 

DiDASCOMENUs, or Philopatris, a Dialogue so called — its 
author possibly not Lucian the Sophist ; p. 75. n. 71. — 
evidently took the phrase h ra ipta from 1 John V. 7. ; 
p. 76. — Criticism upon it — its author well acquainted 
with Scripture, &c. &c. App. (F.) ; p. 222 — 227. (See 
the Analysis of Contents of App. (F.) 
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Difficulties and Obj£ctions, distinction between; pp.10 — 14* 

DioNTsius, Alexandrinus, proves that the First Epistle of 
St. John is free from grammatical solecisms ; App.(C.) 
p. 208. n.ll2. 

' • Halicamassensis, referred to by Heusinger ; p. 244. 

DoROTHEUs ; quoted, p. 242. 

"Eveofft^y or Unity in the Trinity — Gregory Nazianzen's re- 
mark upon — asserted in 1 John V. 7. — that text mis- 
interpreted by Anti-Trinitarians ; App. (E.) p. 219. 

Efiphanius de Haeres. ; quoted, p. 79. n. 78. 

Erasmus, Desiderius, important services rendered by — gave 
first occasion to the Controversy on 1 John V. 7. — 
Restored that clause in his 3d Edition of the New 
Testament ; p. 3. — his Latin Version of it in Codex 
Guelph.D.; p. 88. 

Erpenius, his Edition of the Arabic Version; p. 8. 

EuGENius, Archbishop of Cherson, his Criticism on I John 
V. 7. ; p. 87, and App. (C.) p. 206. 

EusEBiAN Canons, prefixed to the Codex Guelph. E. ; 
p. 232. 

Eusebius, his report that Pantsnus led the Gospel of St. 
Matthew, in Hebrew, among the Indians; p.l 3.— quotes 
a clause in John iii. 6. not in any extant MSS. of the 
New Testament ; App. (D.) p. 218. 

EuTHYMius Zygabenus, a Constantinop«litan Monk of the 
12th century, quotes 1 John V. 7. ; p. 74. — his Pano- 
plia Dog^matica referred to; p. 105. n. 103. — asserts 
that 1 John V. 7. are the very words of the Evangelist 
St. John ; p. 106. 

EvAGRius the Monk, Gregory Nazianzen's Address to — Could 
not reconcile 1 John V. 7. to his ideas of the Godhead ; 
App. (E.) ; p. 221. 

Evidence in favour of the Authenticity of 1 John V. 7. stated 
in Seven Propositions ; pp. 9, 10. 

Fabricius, Cod. Apocryph. Nov. Testament.; p. 17. n. 13. 

Facundus, Bishop of Carthage, denies that Cyprian quoted 
1 John V. 7. — His denial shewn to be inconsistent with 
Cyprian^s own words ; p. 24 — 27. 

Franco-Gallic, or Merovingian Characters, used in the 
Latin Codex Guelph. (99 MS. Weisenb.) ; p. 99. 

FuLBERT, Bishop of Chartres, * asserts that some Heretics 
mutilated the First Epistle of St. John ; p.78. & n. 77. 

s 
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FuLGENTius, Bishop of Ruspa — his remarks on Cyprian's 
quotation " Hi ires unum sunt^^ — The word " confi' 
tetur,'' which he uses, misunderstood by opponents of 
1 John V. 7.— its right interpretation ; p. 26. & n. 18. — 
he must have read 1 John V. 7. in his Greek New Tes- 
tament ; p. 29. — his work against the Arians, p. 29. 
n. 19. — he usually quotes the testimony of antecedent 
Orthodox Fathers; ib, n. 20. — quotes a clause in 
1 John IV. 3. not found in any extant MSS. ; p. 36. 
n. 28. 

George, the Writer of the Codex Colbertinus, also of Mau- 
rop's Orations, and the '* Martyrium Demetrii ;" p. 43. 

the Monk, Writer of the Codex Guelph. C. ; p. 84. 

Gerhard, J., his Essay '* De tribus Testibus in Coelo,'' 
quoted ; p. 8. n. 6. 

Gesner referred to ; App. (F.) p. 226. 

GoBZEN, John Melchior, of Hamburgh — his Works in de- 
fence of the Complutensian Bible ; p. 95. n. 96. 

Grabe, J. E., his ** Spicilegium S. S. Patrum," referred to ; 
App. (F.) p. 222. n. 122. 

Gregory Nazianzen, Maurop's Panegyric on ; p. 41. — Extract 
firom his 1.5th Discourse c/$ rov Uarepa &c. : occasion of 
it explained ; p. 42. & n. 41. — his Festival in the Greek 
Church Calendar; p. 45. n. 38. — Extracts from his 
Works prove that he was acquainted with 1 John V. 7. 
and actually quoted it as the words of that Evange- 
list; pp. 55, 58, 65, 71. — ^Never applies 1 John V. 8. 
to the Trinity ; p. 58. — Asserts the Homoousian doe- 
trine against the Anti-Trinitarians; also dwells on 
the ffvvapiBfjoiffiq, or Connumeration of the Divine Per- 
sons; p. 59. — Does not quote the last clause of 
I John V. 8. ; p. 63. — Asserts that the Holy Ghost is 
(TvvTiTayfievov and ovvapiBfMvfievov with Father and 
Son; pp. 65, 67. — his argument against the Sabellians 
and Nestorians; p. 69. — Remarkable passage from 
one of hisHjrmns; p. 70. — Replies to the grammatical 
objection against 1 John V. 7. ; App. (C.) — p. 208. 
Extracts from his Works, and his Address toEvagrius; 
App.(E.) p. 219— 221. 

Hassel, Rev. Mr. ; p. 243. 

Havniensis Codex ; App. (B.) p. 205. 

Hellenisms — none in St. John's First Epistle ; App. (C.) 

p. 208. n.ll2. 
Hencken, Dr., Editor of " Annales Literariae ;*' p. 43. n. 34. 



INDBX. 259 

Hensler, his '* Specimen Codd, N, T. GrtBCOfum qui HavnuB 

in Bihlioth, Reg, adservantur^" quoted; App. (B.) 
p. 205. n. 109. 

Herodian, the Historian — his silence respecting the Chris- 
tians — how to be rightly interpreted ^-^p. 15, 16. 

Herodotus makes no mention of the Romans; p. 15. 

Heusinger, Rector of the High School at Wolfenbiittle — his 
Description of the Codex Guelph. £., with Extracts 
from that Essay ; p.231> 243 — 251. 

Hinckmar asserts that the Heretics expunged certain passages 
of Scripture; p. 78. n.76. 

Hoffmann's Lexicon referred to ; p. 46. n.*. 

Ignatius, his testimony to the existence of the Apostolic 
Autographs in his time ; p. 11. 

Itala Vetus, the Latin Version so called. — (See Africana.) 

Jerome^ St. understood Greek; p. 31. — the Prologue to the 
Canonical Epistles (ascribed to him) certainly existed 
in the 7 th century — How far its testimony available 
— Asserts that the Heretics expunged 1 John V. 7.; 
p. 95, 96. — His Recension of the Bible supposed to 
exists in the Library of the Benedictines at St. Casino; 
p. 101. n. 102.— See also App. (D.) p. 212. n. 117. 

JosEPHUs, Flavius, his testimony to the existence of Jesus 
Christ ; p. 14. n. 1 1. 

Julian, the Apostate Emperor — See the Criticism on the 
Didascomenus ; App. (F.) p. 222 — 227. 

Junius.— (See Acta Sanctorum.) 

Justin Martyr, his Dialogue with Tryphon the Jew, re- 
ferred to; p. 14. 

Kalendar of the Festivals in the Greek Church — In Cod. 
Guelph. E. p. 243. 

Ke^Xaia, — lb, ib, 

Knittbl, Francis Anthony, his ** New Criticisms on Jo- 
sephus's Testimony to Christ ; " p. 14. n. 11. — his 
** Beytrage zur Kritik &c." — (Contributions to Criti- 
cism on the Apocalypse of St. John) ; p. 55, n. 47. his 
Ulphilas. (See Ulphilas.) 

Kuster, referred to by Heusinger, p. 250. 

Lambeccius, his Comment. " de Biblioth. Caesar." referred to ; 
pp. 41, 44, 237. 

Laodicea, Council of, its 60th Canon investigated by Spittler ; 
p. 6. n. 1. 
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Lateran, the Council of— 1 JohnV. 7. quoted at; pp.73, 105. 
Latin Version, the Ancient Ante-Hieronymian ; p. 9. 

Leicesterensis Codex, remarkable Reading in Luke XI. 11. ; 
p. 239. 

Leo the Great, Pope, his explanation of 1 John V. 8 ; p. 63. 

Less, Dr. his Work on the Truth of Christianity; p. 118. 

n. 107. 
Liban.us, referred to ; App. (F.) p. 226. 
LuciAN, the Sophist; p. 75. n. 71. — (See Didascomenus.) 

Luther, Dr. Martin, omitted 1 John V. 7. in his Editions 
of his German New Testament ; pp. 2, 4. — but evi- 
dently recognised its authenticity before his death, and 
must therefore have seen it in Greek MSS. — His two 
Commentaries on First Epistle of St. John ; — when 
respectively published, and by whom — extracts from 
the Second; pp. 91,94, and notes 90 — 95 — inserted 
the sv Tfi yp in 1 John V. 8. in his last Edition of his 
German N. T. p. 78. n. 73. — (See Analysis of Con- 
tents,) 

Marshes, Bishop, Translation of Michaelis ; p. 7. n. 4. 

Materials of Inquiry into the Authenticity of 1 John V. not 
exhausted ; pp. 5, 6. 

Matthjei, Dr. J. F., of Moscow, his Edition of the Seven 
Catholic Epistles; p. 105. n. 103, and App. (C.) p. 206. 

Matthew, St., Gospel of, supposed to have been written in 
Hebrew; pp. 13, 234. 

Maurop, John, Archbishop of Euchania in the 11th cen- 
tury — his Oration on Gregory Nazianzen, Basil, &c. 
proves him acquainted with 1 JohnV. 7. ; pp. 41, 54. 
— was well acquainted with Gregory's Works on the 
Trinity, and coincided with him in opinion on that 
subject ; pp. 72, 74, 105, 125. — (See Analysis of Cotv- 
tents.) 

Maximin, the Arian. — (See Auoustin.) 

Maximus, the Confessor, in the 7th century. Author of the 
Nicene Disputation — quotes 1 John V, 7. ; p. 74. — 
uses the words to iv as Origen does ; p. 77. 

Menjea (Gr. Mtjvata) — what ? p. 46. n. 

Michaelis, his statement of the ground of the Controversy 
upon 1 John V. 7. ; pp. 7. 11, n. 8.— .referred to ; p. 95. 

Mill asserts that no Greek Father uses 1 John V. 8. of the 
Trinity; p. 94. — His New Testament referred to; 
p. 128, 232. 
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M0NTFAU90N, his PcUaographia referred to ; pp. 43, 44. 

MoNTFORTiANUS, CoDEx, agrees with Codex Guelph. D. as to 
the number of trrixoi in 1 John; p. 89. — contains the 
verse 1 John V. 7. — specimen of it ; p. 94 ; n. 98. — 
agrees with Codex Guelph. E. in Mark xiv. 58 ; p.240. 

MosEs, Author of the Pentateuch ; pp. 10, 11. 

Mysteries, Brief Philosophy of, in 25 Propositions, by F. A. 
Knittel; pp. 117—123. 

Neumann, Dr. G., published Luther's First Commentary on 
1 John ; p. 91. 

Newcome, Archbishop, sent a Specimen of 1 John V. 7. in the 
Codex Montfortianus to Professor Bruns of Helm- 
stadt ; p. 95. n. 98. 

NicoMAGHUs Gerasenus, referred to in the Didascomenus ; 
p. 76. App. (F.) p. 224. 

NoMocANON, the Greek — the Author of it lived in the 8th 
century, and refers to 1 John V. 7. ; pp. 74, 105. 

Objections to 1 John V. 7 ; pp. 1, 2. 

CEcuMENius* Commentary referred to ; p. 83. 

'O/uLoT^oytjfMy or Universal Agreement of Ancient Fathers in 
the Authenticity of 1 John V.7. ; p. 108. 

*OfMoovffioq, erroneously interpreted by the Anti-Trinitarians ; 
p. 59. n. 50. 

Origen — an ancient Scholium of his quoted ; p. 52. n. 45. — 
the first Greek who has quoted 1 John V. 8. ; p. 63. 
n. 56. — His Scholium on Psalm cxxii. 3. proves he 
was acquainted with 1 John V. 7. ; p. 77. 

Ottobonianus Codex, discovered by Professor Scholz, con- 
tains 1 John V. 7. ; p. 110, n. *. 

Pantjenus, said to have left the Gospel of St. Matthew, in 
Hebrew^ with the Indians; p. 13. 

Passionei, Cardinal — a Latin Codex of his, containing 1 John 
V. 7, referred to; p. 100. n. 101. 

Phcebadius, a Latin of the 4th century, quotes 1 John V. 7. ; 
p. 105. 

Philopatris, The. — (See Didascomenus.) 

Photius* Epistles referred to ; p. 68. n. 64. 

Rambach, of Halle, translated Luther's Second Commentary 
on 1 John, into German ; p. 92. 

Ravianus Codex contains 1 John V. 7. ; pp. 94, 110. 

Reasons suggested by the Opponents of 1 John V. 7. for dis- 
pensing with that verse ; pp. 2, 3. — Answered; pp. 3,4. 
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Regius Codex, No. 2247, does not contain iv rri yp, in 1 John 
V. 6., though Simon asserts that it does ; p. 78, n. *. 
referred to p. 107. n. 104. 

Codex, No. 2863, referred to; App. (D.) p.233. n.l32. 

Salmasius *' de Transubstantiatione " referred to ; p.232. n.131 . 

ScALioER Joseph, his maxim *' Nescire velle &c." ; p. 116. 

ScHOLZ, Professor, his *' Biblische ELritische Reise '' referred 
to~-discovered the Codex Ottobonianus^ containing 
1 John V. 7. ; p. 1 10. n. 

Simon, Richard, his '* Histoire Critique du Nouveau Testa- 
ment ** referred to; p. 78, n. 73. — Remarks on Quota- 
tions of Scripture in Latin by Greek Fathers ; App. (D ) 
p. 210. 

SiRMiuM, Council of, (a. d. 350) — Bishops then present almost 
all Arians ; p. 114. & ii. *. 

Socrates, the Ecclesiastical Historian, asserts that some 
persons used to mutilate St. John's First Epistle ; 
p. 78. n. 75. 

Spittler, his Inquiry into the 60th Canon of the Council of 
Laodicea, referred to ; p. 6. n. 1. 

Sprenger, Jacob, alias Probst, wrote down Luther's First 
Commentary on 1 John; p. 91. 

Stephens^ Henry, referred to by Heusinger; p. 246. 

Codices used by ; p. 89. 

Suicer's Thesaurus Eccles. referred to ; p.l7. n.l3; p. 50. n.*. 
p.232. n. 131. 

Xvvapi0fieofjMi — explained ; p.66. — (See Gregory Nazunzen.) 

^vvaptefitKris — See ib. ; and App. (E.) p. 219. & (G.) p. 228. 

Syriag Version contains the *! (ei) in 1 JohnV. S.j p. 8. n. 6. 
— its (Latin) rendering of 1 John V. 7. in the Codex 
Guelph. D. ; p. 88.--(See also p. 107. n. 104.) 

Tertullian recommends the consulting the Original Greek 
Text of the New Testament ; p. 35. — uses the phrase 
" Three are One" in allusion to 1 John V. 7. ; 
pp. 105, 110. — quotes Latin Versions of Texts dif- 
ferent from those that Cyrian quotes; App. (D.) p. 215. 

Thecla, the Martyrology of, referred to ; App. (F.) p. 224. & 
n. 122. 

Theodorite, Bishop in the 5th century, alludes to 1 John 
V. 7. — Extract from his Dialogue against Macedonius 
the Heretic ; p. 69. n. 66 ; pp. 75, 105. 

Theorists, Modern, frequently built their triumph over an- 
cient truth upon imaginary difficulties ; p. 13. 

Theophylact referred to ; p. 234. 
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Typicum, (Ti/wikos)» ^h® Greek Liturgy so called ; p. 234. 

Ulm, Latin Codices at, their reading of 1 John V. 7. ', p. 100. 
n, 101. 

Uncial or Capital Letters, occasionally the cause of Various 
Readings ; p. 87. n. 86 ; p. 239. 

Ulprilas' Gothic Version of the Gospels referred to; p. 37. 
n. 28 ; p. 87. n. 86 ; p. 242. n. 137. — (See Knittel.) 

Ursacians, of the 18th century ; p, 114. 

Ursacius ; ib, note *• 

Valbns ; ib. ib, 

Valentines, of the 18th century j p. 114. 

Vatablus' Latin Version of 1 John V. 7., in Codex Guelph. D. ; 
p. 88. 

Vauxcelles Library; p. 100. n. 101. — (See Alcuin.) 

ViTULus SiGFRiDus, Writer of a Latin Codex Guelph. ; p. 99. 

VuLGATB Version, its Reading of 1 John V. 7. in Codex 
Guelph. D. ; p. 88. — Many ancient MSS. of it con- 
tain 1 John V. 7. — few after the 10th century omit it; 
p.l07. 

Walch, Dr., of Gottingen, Editor of Luther's entire Works ; 
p. 92. & n. 90. 

Wetstein, J. J., his New Testament referred to ; p. 55. n. 47. 
— his Note on the word iptjfiov, in Matt. iv. I. ; p. 235. 

Winkler, Preacher at Halle, strangled ; p. 92. n. 94. 

Zyoabenus EuTHYMius. — (See Euthymius.) 
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